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Abstract 
From 1990-2010 ecoterrorist attacks by the Animal Liberation Front (ALF) and 
Earth Liberation Front (ELF) created an anomaly in the U.S. with millions of dollars in 
property destruction.  Interestingly, in a post 9/11 era, the FBI warns that the number one 
threat to U.S. national security is not religious terrorism, but rather environmental-group 
terrorism.  When examining this topic further, there is a void in analysis between 
examining ecoterrorist attacks and U.S. public policy. Is there a statistical significant 
relationship between terrorist attacks by ALF/ELF and U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism? Is per capita income an influence on the attacks occurring in specific states? 
This study seeks to analyze such relationships through an exploratory analysis 
and case study approach.  I conducted a trend analysis on attacks by ELF/ALF from 1990-
2010 and the subsequent adoption of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  I analyzed 
per-capita income by region and its relationships to attacks occurring.   I performed chi^2 
hypothesis testing in order to determine the statistical significant relationships between 
ELF/ALF attacks/U.S. public policy and per capita income by State. 
The findings of this study suggest that the definition of terrorism is ambiguous 
and can lead to alternative interpretations, which can affect U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  Attacks by ALF/ELF are not deterred by U.S. public policy.  Also, a majority 
of attacks by ALF/ELF are most likely to occur in states that rank in the top 20th percentile 
  
 
regarding per capita income and occur mainly on the west coast. The statistical 
significance of the relationships between ELF/ALF attacks and U.S. public policy 
demonstrate that these two entities are mutually exclusive.  Per capita income levels by 
states and ELF/ALF attacks are also mutually exclusive.  This study creates an improved 
understanding of what constitutes terrorism and an understanding of the radical 
elements in the environmental movement and its place in a post 9/11 America.  The 
significance of this study is to provide a model for analysis of terrorist attacks and 
government responses and provide a framework of inquiry for the fields of terrorism, 
public policy and conflict studies. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 
“If you build it…I’m going to burn it down” (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
In the United States, terrorism has undergone a transformation from an obscure 
phenomenon during the 1980s and 1990s to a complex phenomenon that affects all facets 
of citizenship in the U.S. According to the FBI, the number one threat to U.S. national 
security is not from Islamic Al-Salafyi terrorism, but from single interest eco-terrorism 
(Federal Bureau of Investigation 2002).  From 1990-2010 there were 150 eco-terrorist 
attacks across the U.S. by the Earth Liberation Front (ELF) and Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) (Global Terrorism Database 2012).  During this same period there have been 5 
major public policies towards terrorism, with 3 of the 5 directly addressing Ecoterrorism. 
The underlying issue is that these attacks, which constitute vandalism and arson, have 
become canonized by U.S. public policy makers as acts of terrorism.  Why are these 
policies being adopted and who do they stand to serve?  Why has the U.S. definition of 
terrorism become so obscure as to label the ELF and ALF as terrorist organizations the 
same way they would label Al-Qaeda?  These questions are relevant to understanding 
the fundamental relationships that exist between social movements and governments.  
Eco-terrorism is popularized by radical environmentalists who seek to use eco-
tage techniques to sabotage both government and private industry.  The study of eco-
terrorism has picked up steam through the past decade with the popularity of 
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international terrorism and has expanded through all facets of social inquiry.  Within the 
spectrum of eco-terrorism studies there lies a void in analyzing the relationships between 
domestic eco-terrorist attacks in the U.S. and progression in U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.    
Theoretical Underpinnings 
Within the social movements of environmentalism lies a radical interpretation as 
to how one group should gain social justice.  This radical effect is seen as the departure 
from accepting civil societies’ norms of non-violent protest changing policy.  The 
theoretical basis for this study will be twofold: First, this study will analyze ELF/ALF 
behavior through the radical flank lens of social movements postulated by theorist 
Donatella Della Porta’s (2009) radicalization in her social structure theory.  This analysis 
of ELF/ALF will be from an activist paradigm as these groups frame their acts in the form 
of alternative protest or “eco-tage.” (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
 Second, this study will analyze the development of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism through the lens of a security paradigm, as well as measuring the progression 
of U.S. public policy towards terrorism through an exploratory model that encompasses 
a trend analysis and hypothesis testing.  I will also apply Alexander Wendt’s (1989) 
principles of social construction to explain the relationships between environmentalists 
and the progression of U.S. public policy through the use of a case study.  The 
quantitative analysis on the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism 
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demonstrates an ambiguity outlined in policy making as to what constitutes a terrorist 
attack. 
The radical flank social movement philosophy was selected due to the collective 
nature of social movements that turned radical in the environmental movement in the 
U.S. The radical flank movement is best defined by an organization’s internal 
disagreement on methods used for change (Goodwin et al. 2008, 411).  This disagreement 
is best postulated in the following assertion by ELF member Daniel McGowan:  “This 
was a moment that we thought what we were doing wasn’t working, letter writing, I 
wrote thousands of letters but no one was listening.” (If a Tree Falls 2011).  This shift in 
organizational decision making has dire consequences for the overall environmental 
movement from a public relations perspective.  The radical flank aspect of the movement 
was a transformation from civil protest to arson.   
At the same time, the developing crisis between the rising capitalist society and 
the spectrum of environmental degradation is a struggle between modernity and the 
influence of resource sustainability (Gorg and Brand 2000, 366).  This represents the social 
construction that Alexander Wendt (1999) postulated would eventually occur due to 
society’s collective ideals (1). This struggle expands through all facets of civil society, 
from activist protesting to governments adopting repressive policies to stagnate civil 
rights. The end result of this dispute has become a one sided phenomenon in which the 
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gap between socialism and ecology is a game of survival for equal justice for the 
environmental movement in the U.S. (Gorg and Brand 2000, 376).   
This dissertation seeks to analyze the relationships between U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism and ELF/ALF attacks through the use of mixed methods research that 
will contain a trend analysis, hypothesis testing and case study. This dissertation also 
aims to analyze the relationships between wealthy states and poor states regarding the 
advent of terrorist attacks from ELF/ALF.  
Problem Statement 
Eco-terrorism research has re-invigorated inquiry into small organizations that are 
able to influence socio-political policy through violence.  Eco-terrorism within the United 
States has not yet reached the same level of public notoriety as that of international 
terrorism.  However, defining eco-terrorism has become a more difficult task and what 
constitutes a terrorist attack according to U.S. public policy has exacerbated this problem.  
The progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism is a byproduct of social 
construction, and its implementation creates repression against the mainstream elements 
in the environmental movement. 
   The legal definitions adopted by the U.S. government provide a measure of 
ambiguity, which in essence could cause problems for environmental activists who seek 
to use alternative methods of protest as a framed response to oppression.  This 
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transformation into a radical flank of civil disobedience is supported by the following 
assertion: 
When those people are getting attacked and stepped on, pepper sprayed in 
their face while their locked down… I thought protest and civil 
disobedience; what’s the point? Why bother?… You know, it’s not getting 
us anywhere were getting victimized by their police, you know, I don’t 
know  I mean I think that myself and others at that time lost faith that 
systemic change could happen by the system regulating or reforming itself 
through civil disobedience (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
 
  The environmental progressive movement in the U.S has evolved, and U.S. policy 
on terrorism has evolved as well.  As this investigation moves toward a better 
understanding of the underlying relationship between eco-terrorist acts and the 
progression of public policy, so does the understanding of how groups within the 
respective decision making circles contribute politically and financially to public policy.  
The financial effects from destruction of property and vigilantism have met or exceed the 
costs of human and financial capital of their respective international counterparts.  As a 
result of this action, the U.S. government’s response to this phenomenon has been 
punitive legal action, which is controversial due to the violation of the civil liberties of 
environmentalists protesting.   This comparison will shift future attention from 
international terrorism to domestic terrorism in the U.S.   Popular names like Osama bin 
Laden that have dominated mainstream media in the U.S. will be traded for names like 
Josephine Sunshine Overaker (Federal Bureau of Investigation 2012). 
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The studies I used as a basis for research into eco-terrorism as a phenomenon were 
Webb (2010), Hasbrouck (2005), Hildebrandt (2009), Carson (2010), Glasser (2011), 
Freund (2007), Arslan (2008), Kavanaugh (2011), Vennard (2011), and Deloughery (2009).  
Each of these studies uses varying forms of qualitative and quantitative traditions within 
the confines of social inquiry.  While constructing my research design, I observed that 
Webb (2010), Carson (2010) and Glasser (2011) were primary cases upon which to build 
my inquiry into eco-terrorist attacks by ALF/ELF and the progression of U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism. Each of these studies contains a mixed methods approach and 
provides a solid background for research into eco-terrorism.  
Jennifer Webb conducted a study in 2010 titled The Thin Green Line: Geographies of 
Ecoterrorism in the United States. Webb describes eco-terrorism as a geographic 
phenomenon through a geospatial analysis of attacks from 1970 to 2008.  In her analysis 
she used all eco-terrorist groups within this timeframe and also analyzed the 
methodology or tactics used by animal radical groups and environmental radical groups 
(Webb 2010). However, while her study contributes vastly to the understanding of eco-
terrorism and the geographies involved in this phenomenon, her study falls short in 
analyzing the causal relationships between the eco-terrorist groups ALF and ELF and the 
progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism. 
Jennifer Carson conducted a study in 2010 titled The Criminal Conduct of Radical and 
Environmental and Animal Rights Groups: A Rational Choice Perspective. Carson seeks to 
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analyze the behavior of eco-terrorists as a whole through a cost-benefit analysis.  Carson 
examines how effective U.S. legislation is towards deterring behavior from eco-terrorist 
groups through interviewing members of eco-terrorist groups (Carson 2010).  While 
Carson’s study builds on the literature in the eco-terrorism field, it is deficient in 
analyzing statistically significant relationships between ALF and ELF attacks and the 
progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism, as well as why policy makers are 
going after these environmentalists. 
Carolyn Glasser conducted a study in 2011 titled Moderates and Radicals Under 
Repression: The U.S. Animal Rights Movement, 1990-2010.  Glasser seeks to understand how 
repression affects the overall movement of animal rights moderates and radicals within 
the movement through a grounded theory approach.  Glasser’s qualitative study 
analyzes the radical groups within the animal rights movement.  Glasser also notes the 
wave of contention for radicals does not deter law enforcement behavior (Glasser 2011).  
Glasser’s study brilliantly captures the phenomenon of repression against animal rights 
groups and its effects on the morality and sustainability of the group’s moderates and 
radicals.  However, Glasser falls short in terms of research into analyzing the statistical 
relationships between ALF and ELF eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism. 
The aforementioned research was chosen based on three key factors: the 
methodology used, the active and accessible literature, and the recent dates of each study 
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coinciding with the development of this dissertation.  Within the spectrum of eco-
terrorism studies there lies a void in research analyzing relationships between eco 
terrorist attacks from the two most prominent groups ALF/ELF and the progression of 
U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  There is also a gap in analyzing the rates of per 
capita income as a phenomenon with regards to ALF/ELF attacks.  Do these attacks occur 
in predominately wealthy states?   This study seeks to analyze such relationships through 
an exploratory model by observing these groups over time, along with conducting 
hypothesis testing. 
Purpose Statement and Research Questions 
 The purpose of this exploratory analysis is to develop a model that will analyze 
the relationships between Eco-terrorist attacks by ALF/ELF and the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism.  The central phenomenon for this study is to analyze 
how legal frameworks of terrorism could counteract and create repressive statutes that 
could affect social movements within the confines of civil society in the U.S.  
When analyzing this phenomenon further several questions arise: 
• Is there an association between the number of Eco-terrorist attacks by the Earth 
Liberation Front and the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism?  
• Is there an association between the numbers of Eco-terrorist attacks by the 
Animal Liberation Front and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism?  
• Is there an association regarding the economic status of victim states and the 
frequency of attacks by ELF/ALF? 
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This dissertation seeks to analyze the relationships between domestic eco-terrorist 
organizations E.L.F. and A.L.F. and the U.S. public policy that affects civil society through 
the scope of anti-terrorism legislation.  Are these relationships statistically significant?  
When there is an abundance of ELF and ALF attacks, does this push U.S. public policy 
towards heftier penalties against these groups?  How are these attacks localized?  Is there 
a trend in the number of attacks and major public policy initiatives towards terrorism? 
Does per capita income play a factor in determining location of attacks?  These questions 
are relevant to expanding my inquiry into terrorist attacks and government responses.  
My goal is to construct a model that could be used for further research into understanding 
relationships between public policy and terrorism. 
Definition of Terms 
The definitions for this study are as follows: ELF is defined as the Earth Liberation 
Front. ALF is defined as Animal Liberation Front. The definition of Terrorism will be "The 
threatened or actual use of illegal force and violence by a non-state actor to attain a 
political, economic, religious, or social goal through fear, coercion, or intimidation” 
(Global Terrorism Database 2013).  The definition of Eco-terrorism is: “The use or 
threatened use of violence of a criminal nature against innocent victims or property by 
an environmentally-oriented, sub national group for environmental-political reasons, or 
aimed at an audience beyond the target, often of a symbolic nature.” (Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 2002). U.S. public policy is defined as: “intentional course of action followed 
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by a government institution or official for resolving an issue of public concern.  Such a 
course of action must be manifested in laws, public statements, official regulations, or 
widely accepted and publicly visible patterns of behavior.” (Cochran et al. 2009, 2). Trend 
Analysis is a method associated with longitudinal studies.  Longitudinal studies are 
defined as “An analysis of change over time, focused on one or more variables or cases.” 
(Brady and Collier 2010, 336). Chi square “Goodness of fit” hypothesis testing is defined 
as:  “An analysis of how well the observed frequencies of categorical data correlate to 
alternative frequencies that would be expected under the null hypothesis that will 
determine the probability of relationships” (Stark 2014).   GTD is defined as the Global 
Terrorism Database from the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and 
Responses to Terrorism (START) (Global Terrorism Database 2013). Quantitative analysis 
is defined as, “The numerical representation and manipulation of observations for the 
purpose of describing and explaining the phenomena that those observations 
reflect.”(Babbie 2007, 405).    
Hypotheses  
This study will analyze data from eco-terrorist attacks by ALF/ELF and U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism. This study has three specific hypotheses that are to be 
measured through empirical methods.  The specific hypotheses guiding this research are: 
• The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are causally related 
and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism from 1990-2010. 
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• The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are causally related and 
statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
• The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal Liberation 
Front are causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that are poor. 
 
 I will accomplish this by using the data found through the Global Terrorism Database 
(G.T.D.) at the University of Maryland and a literature review.  I will input the data into 
data programs that demonstrate the significance of empirical data through a trend 
analysis and hypothesis testing. 
Analyzing eco-terrorist attacks and seeking underlying relationships to public 
policy is relatively new within the field of conflict studies.  For the purpose of this study 
I have chosen to analyze single interest terrorist groups.  ELF/ALF provides significant 
data in terms of literature on the methodology used in attacks and saturation in the 
number of attacks.  This dissertation seeks to fulfill the empirical void left by the current 
literature and build a new foundation into terrorist studies by analyzing the progression 
of U.S. public policy towards terrorism and terrorist attacks from ALF/ELF. 
Relevance 
The relevance of this study is dependent upon the variation of the significance 
between eco-terrorism and U.S. government responses via policymaking.  This study will 
expand the field of Conflict Analysis and Resolution in analyzing eco-terrorism and U.S. 
public policy through the use of a mixed methods approach.  Conflict Analysis and 
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Resolution is a unique field of study that seeks to understand the ever changing 
environment of conflict through the use of a multi-disciplinary approach in academia that 
expands and builds upon the three traditions that are used in Conflict Analysis: Theory, 
Practice and Methodology.   The reactions and responses to eco-terrorist attacks preclude 
the major foreign and domestic policy shifts witnessed after 9/11, which are a byproduct 
of social construction.  Within the realm of government responses to such attacks, civil 
jurisprudence and society are changed to meet the threat from such groups through 
public policy. Regarding environmental groups, such post 9/11 norms are ignored and 
U.S. public policy is not deterred into encroaching on the civil liberties of various 
environmental groups.  In essence, it appears that it is convenient to be labeled a terrorist 
in a post 9/11 America where civil dissent is met with prison time. 
  In developing a clear empirical model for measurement, one must first 
understand the definition of terrorism as a whole and how it is relevant to the 
development and adaptation in U.S. public policy. The aforementioned studies of Webb 
(2010), Carson (2010), and Glasser (2011) from a qualitative standpoint build an 
abundance of literature that is conducive to understanding eco-terrorism as a natural 
phenomenon from the perspective of the rise and development of such action.  The 
quantitative modeling of Carson (2010) and Webb (2010) on environmental terrorism 
examined the geography spatial analysis and rational choice makeup on eco-terrorist 
attacks within the domestic realm of the U.S.  However, these two studies fall short on 
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progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism and attacks from the ALF/ELF and 
how per capita income is affected by ALF/ELF attacks. 
This gap in eco-terrorism research applies empiricism to interpreting relationships 
that may or may not exist within the spectrum of ALF/ELF attacks and the progression 
of U.S. public policy towards terrorism through an exploratory model that includes a 
trend analysis and hypothesis testing.  This dissertation seeks to fill this gap in analyzing 
relationships between progression of U.S. public policy towards and ELF/ALF attacks 
through the use of a trend analysis and determine whether these relationships are 
statistically significant through hypothesis testing.  This dissertation also aims to analyze 
the gap between wealthy states and poor states regarding the introduction of terrorist 
attacks from ELF/ALF.   
Conclusion 
   After 9/11, the U.S. changed its focus within the realms of foreign policy and 
public policy. The definition of terrorism within the legal frameworks of U.S. public 
policy can cause confusion as to what constitutes a terrorist act.  This has created a 
balancing act between adoptions of public policies towards governance and civil liberties 
during a state of conflict. 
Terrorism, popularized by the events of 9/11, shifted focus from civil liberties in 
society to authoritative policies found in a police state. Public policies like the Patriot Act 
created by the U.S. congress and the Bush administration in response to 9/11 have created 
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ambiguity in defining what constitutes a terrorist act; the end result is environmentalists 
and radical environmental groups lumped together and targeted as terrorists (R.K. Smith 
2008, 545).  The progression of U.S. public policy regarding terrorism has solidified the 
U.S. government’s ability to censure dissention in the name of security (R.K. Smith 2008, 
571).  This dissertation seeks to develop a model that could be adopted to help build 
future studies of social movements and organizations and their relationships to public 
policies that progress from safety to repressiveness.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 2 
A Review of the Literature  
“It started in Eugene….” (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
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Introduction 
 In this chapter I will provide a review of the literature regarding how terrorism is 
defined and the progression of U.S. public policy in the environmental movement.  I will 
also analyze U.S. public policy towards terrorism from the security perspective as it is 
instituted. This chapter will provide a road map for understanding the socio-political 
dynamics and respected traditions in U.S. public policy and its natural progression 
towards terrorism.  Terrorism has been made a popular topic during the past two decades 
within the U.S. due to 9/11.  This transformation has created an environment that is 
conducive to misinterpretation of laws and misidentification of groups as to why such 
laws were created.  Civil unrest and activism from groups in the U.S. have created a 
conundrum for distinguishing eco-terrorism from environmental activism.  This 
relationship has become frayed with the implementation of terrorism legislation by the 
U.S. government in response to radical environmentalism.  
The nuances of a post 9/11 America, has created an ambiguity in defining terrorism 
at local, state and federal levels.  This has created difficulties for law enforcement agencies 
to distinguish between environmental activism and eco-terrorism.  This has created an 
environment of civil distrust between the U.S. government and environmentalists.   
The byproduct of the U.S. public policy towards terrorism has been the repealing 
of civil liberties under the auspices of national security.  This was adopted for the 
purposes of international terrorism, but has also been used at the state and local law 
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enforcement levels.  This claim is supported by Rebecca Smith’s (2008) critical analysis of 
environmental terrorism and the U.S. government’s abuse of power towards civil dissent.  
Rebecca Smith postulates: “While some may argue that the FBI has only categorized 
radical environmental activists as terrorists in order to protect the American people from 
possible harm, the history of the FBI’s attempts to silence political dissenters suggests an 
ulterior motive for this branding.”(R.K. Smith 2008, 571). 
Smith’s observation is supported by Robert McNamara’s “Fog of War” principle.  
Robert McNamara (2003) was the defense secretary under the Kennedy and Johnson 
administrations.  In a series of interviews, McNamara coined the term “Fog of War,” 
which was made into an 11 step process on his analysis of conflict within civil society 
during his experience in government involving the Vietnam War (McNamara 2003).  The 
Fog represents the process in which issues are not addressed directly but rather indirectly 
through an alternative means, as the true underlying issues are masked under a fog.  The 
interpretation is related to war and all the variables associated with states going to war 
with one another.  McNamara’s Fog was the missteps involved in the planning, execution 
and delivery of the Vietnam War ultimately through a lack of empathy on the part of the 
U.S.   
I applied McNamara’s fog metaphor as it the best one to describe the 
environmental movement and the radical flanks involved.  This was created because of 
the complexities involved with the legal definitions involved in defining terrorism.  There 
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is a fog that blinds the interpretation of action, one that is associated with the definitions 
of what constitutes terrorism and whose variables and misguided definitions can erode 
civil liberties.  This erosion can stifle progress in society for the U.S. government’s sake 
of national security.  This observation is best supported by Rebecca Smith as she expands 
upon how environmental activism can be mistaken for ecoterrorism in the following 
statement:  
Internal corporate interests have likely influenced the mass media to 
vilify radical environmentalists because the activists often cause 
those interests to lose profits through obstruction of extractive 
activities, bad publicity and physical property damage.  Moreover, 
the impact of government rhetoric on the necessity of fighting a war 
on terror since September 11, 2001 has likely influenced the mass 
media to not only vilify radical environmentalists but to further 
accept their designation as domestic terrorists (R.K. Smith 2008, 562). 
 
Rebecca Smith’s (2008) observations on environmental activism and terrorism are the 
fundamental issues that lie within the spectrum of competition between private industry 
and environmental social movement.  Smith’s analysis can be supported by the 
theoretical principles of social construction between the relationships of 
environmentalists and the implementation of repressive policies toward terrorism.  
Smith’s study exemplifies the ambiguous definitions and interpretations as to how an 
environmentalist can be labeled a terrorist.  A much more thorough analysis of what 
constitutes a terrorist is needed, as it is important to understand the struggle that groups 
ELF/ALF face in their war for social justice.  Terrorism as a definition can be a social 
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construct, a byproduct of society views environmentalist as actors that are “constructed” 
(Wendt 1999, 7) to fit the definitions of terrorism or eco-terrorist activity. 
Defining Terrorism 
 Terrorism studies have produced extensive volumes of scholarship and research 
with one fundamental theme: the ambiguity in defining terrorism.  Terrorism studies 
have been popular in the fields of Political Science, Sociology, and Psychology, yet lack 
the same prevalence in conflict analysis studies.  Defining terrorism has proven to be very 
a difficult task to endure.  This issue is expanding in terms of research into what 
constitutes protest and what constitutes terrorism.  From a public policy perspective, the 
definition of terrorism has the ability to alienate segments of the environmental 
movement in the U.S. 
  This analogy becomes the heart of understanding U.S. policy in dealing with 
terrorism.  While governments and academics have trouble in defining terrorism, there 
are some specific characteristics that all agree are associated with terrorism.  These 
characteristics are covered through the analysis of elements associated and modeled to 
fit a definite description for the basis of this analysis.  In this dissertation I categorized 
the varying definitions of terrorism that are encompassed in academia and government.  
However, it is important to note as one observes these characteristics that these two 
entities share some characteristics that can be subjective and socially constructed. 
Definition of Terrorism: U.S. Government 
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Terrorism is defined by U.S. code Title 22 as “politically motivated violence 
perpetrated in a clandestine manner against non-combatants.”(Ruby 2002, 9).  The debate 
within the context of defining terrorism is brought forth through the threatened or actual 
use of violent actions for political gains.  Bruce Hoffman is an analyst for the RAND 
Corporation, and he expands on the definition of terrorism in his work Inside Terrorism. 
Hoffman states that the difficulties in defining terrorism from a bureaucratic model is 
due to the fact that the U.S. has different definitions within various departments and 
agencies as to what constitutes terrorism (Hoffman 2006, 3). One specific reason for the 
multiple definitions is the result of the specifications associated with using violence to 
push a specific agenda.  Hoffman postulates: 
The FBI definition also identifies a much broader category of terrorist 
targets than only noncombatants, specifying not only governments and 
their citizens but in animate objects, such as private and public property.  
Accordingly, politically motivated acts of vandalism and sabotage are 
included, such as attacks on: Abortion clinics by militant opponents of 
legalized abortion in the United States; Retail businesses and stores by anti-
globalists and or anarchists; Medical research facilities by groups opposing 
experimentation on animals, such as the Animal Liberation Front and ski 
resorts, condominium vacation developments, commercial logging 
operations, or automobile dealerships by radical environmentalists 
associated with the Earth Liberation Front.(Hoffman 2006, 33). 
 
This assertion demonstrates the political roots within terrorism’s social construction.  
Groups who use peaceful protest can have political goals and gains; the defining factor 
for labeling a group a terrorist organization comes down to the specific agenda and ideal 
outcome for the organization. Hoffman (2006) even acknowledges how ELF/ALF can be 
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victims of the FBI’s ambiguous definition of what constitutes terrorism.   Also, the U.S. 
government’s approach towards defining terrorism is purely from a counter-terrorism 
strategy that will tighten the grip of law enforcement and security while overlooking 
fundamental civil liberties. 
The U.S. Government’s multiple definitions of terrorism attempt to define the term 
based solely on its legal status.  For instance, key terminology is used based off of 
legalities or such legal framework that could be used in a court of law and from a security 
stand point.  However, there are basic concepts within each definition that one can 
examine as contributing to the development of public policy that enables the U.S. to take 
actions against political groups within its borders that may become a threat to the 
government or society.   
   The Central Intelligence Agency (C.I.A.) defines terrorism through Title 22 of U.S. 
Code section 2656f (d): “The term terrorism means premeditated, politically motivated 
violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by sub national groups or clandestine 
agents. The term international terrorism means terrorism involving the territory or the 
citizens of more than one country.  The term terrorist group means any group that 
practices, or has significant subgroups that practice, international terrorism.” (C.I.A. 
2012). 
 The Defense Intelligence Agency (D.I.A.), which also shares personnel from all 
branches of the military through Department of Defense, defines terrorism as “The 
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calculated use of violence or threat of violence to inculcate fear; intended to coerce or to 
intimidate governments or societies, in the pursuit of goals that are generally political, 
religious, or ideological.”(D.I.A. 2012). 
 The Department of Homeland Security (D.H.S.) and Environmental Protection 
Agency (E.P.A.) share the same definition as the various other 25 different agencies that 
fall under the Department of Homeland Security: 
Any act of violence that is dangerous to human life or potentially 
destructive of critical infrastructure or key resources committed by a group 
or individual based and operating entirely within the United States or its 
territories without direction or inspiration from a foreign terrorist group.  
The act is a violation of the criminal laws of the United States or of any state 
or other subdivision of the United States and appears to be intended to 
intimidate or coerce a civilian population, to influence the policy of a 
government by intimidation or coercion, or to affect the conduct of a 
government by mass destruction, assassination, or kidnapping.  A domestic 
terrorist differs from a homegrown violent extremist in that the former is 
not inspired by and does not take direction from a foreign terrorist group 
or other foreign power (D.H.S. 2013). 
 
 The Federal Bureau of Investigation (F.B.I.) defines terrorism as the “the 
unlawful use of force and violence against persons or property to intimidate or coerce a 
government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in furtherance of political 
or social objectives” (F.B.I. 2005).  The relationship between the legal ramifications of 
terrorist attacks and that of law enforcement allows the F.B.I. to use legal language in the 
prosecution of individuals or groups through the judicial system. 
 The State Department defines terrorism as, “premeditated, politically motivated 
violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by sub national groups or clandestine 
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agents. The term ‘terrorist group’ means any group that practices, or has significant 
subgroups that practice, international terrorism.”(U.S. State 2004). 
The following table is a summarization of terrorism definitions used by the 
government departments and agencies outlined. I created a simplified model to 
distinguish the government’s definitions. The table demonstrates universal terms found 
in the multiple definitions used by U.S. departments and agencies.  The departments and 
agencies can also influence the U.S. Congress and represent a prime choice for 
examination on the overall influence of policy making.  These departments and agencies 
were selected due to their influence on civil society within the U.S. and their 
representation of fundamental thematic schemes within official departmental definitions.   
The schematic themes that are present within definitions are as follows: 
Government represents the sovereign entity involved in ruling that a terrorist act is 
directed towards. Unlawful is defined as an act against typical judicial prudence within 
a given territory.  Coercion is defined as the use of force or attempt to use force.  Threat 
is defined as an action to use towards coercion. Civilian is defined as soft targets used as 
a bargaining chip. Political and Violence is the apparent physical act in which the group 
or organization uses to get their agenda across to target audience.   
Table 1        
Government 
Definitions        
Agency/Dept. Government Unlawful Coercion Threat Civilian Political Violence 
                
C.I.A     x X x 
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D.I.A X  X X x  X 
F.B.I X X X X x   
STATE     x x X 
D.O.D X  x X x  X 
E.P.A/D.H.S. X X x X x X X 
 
Definition of Terrorism: Academia 
 While the U.S. government has difficulties in defining what constitutes terrorism, 
scholars in all facets of academia face the same challenges.  However, unlike their 
government counterparts, scholars use qualitative and quantitative traditions to assist in 
developing definitions as to what constitutes terrorism.  As will be demonstrated from 
the scholarly perspective, terrorism takes on many different meanings to many different 
groups.  
Defining terrorism through action rather than content creates a void in the 
association between actors and their actions coupled with defining behavior as it relates 
to action.  Terrorism could be defined specifically as affecting civilians or society through 
the use of violence for political gain.  The underlying theme within the literature includes 
the audience involvement within the defining parameters of what constitutes a terrorist 
act. (Hudson 1999, 12). 
 Martha Crenshaw (1983) is considered the godmother of modern terrorism 
studies. In her work Terrorism, Legitimacy and Power, Crenshaw analyzes terrorism as a 
method in which groups use socially and politically unacceptable behavior through, most 
purportedly, violence towards innocent targets to achieve goals. (Crenshaw 1983).  
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Crenshaw’s definition fits within the context of the category as Political, Coercion, Threat 
and Violence. 
 Hoffman’s (2006) most notable work, Inside Terrorism, represents a 
phenomenological piece on terrorism.  Hoffman states that terrorism has components 
that are intricately connected to the use of violence, or threat thereof, for political goals 
(Hoffman 2006, 34).  Hoffman analyzes the correlations between the viable pursuit of 
political agendas and the use and threat of use of violence.  Hoffman’s contextual 
definition fits within the confines of the categories Threat, Civilian, Political and Violence. 
 Walter Laqueur, in his work The Age of Terrorism, provides the definition of 
terrorism as, “The illegitimate use of force to achieve a political objective by targeting 
innocent people.”(Laqueur 1987, 5).  Lacqueur’s definition fits well within the continuum 
along with Hoffman in that political aims are changed for political objectives.  Laqueur’s 
categories for defining terrorism fall under: Unlawful, Civilian, Political and Violence.  
 Brian Jenkins attempts to expand on the ambiguity of defining terrorism in his 
work Defense Against Terrorism. Jenkins postulates: 
This further complicates the issue of definition.  If cause is a criterion, only 
to the extent that everyone in the world can agree on the justice of a 
particular cause is there likely to be an agreement that an action does or 
does not constitute terrorism.  This has led to the cliché; one man’s terrorist 
is another’s freedom fighter (Jenkins 1986, 779). 
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One man’s terrorist is another’s freedom fighter; thus, Jenkins uses the typical 
explanation of terrorism as the threats for a political agenda.  Jenkins’s conformity within 
the terrorism spectrum falls under the categories of Threat and Political. 
Austin Turk, (2004), in his work The Sociology of Terrorism, attempts to define 
terrorism as a social construction. Terrorism is nothing more than a social construction 
of events and behaviors perceived by wider audiences:  “Contrary to the impression 
fostered by official incidence counts and media reports, terrorism is not a given in the 
real world but instead an interpretation of events and their presumed causes.”(Turk 
2004, 30).  Turk’s definition presents the varying issues at hand amongst scholarship 
within terrorism studies regarding the difficulties in building upon a text book 
definition of terrorism.  Turk’s simplified constructive approach to defining terrorism 
falls under the Threats and Violence categories due to the broad interpretative nature of 
his definition. 
Alex Schmid, (1983), in his work titled Political Terrorism: A Research Guide to 
Concepts, Theories, Data Bases and Literature, creates a guide to understanding the 
characteristics that help define terrorism.  Much like Turk, Schmid makes terrorism 
abstractive and more of a broad social constructive interpretation by the audience/user. 
While there are not concrete definitions towards terrorism as a whole that are 
universally accepted, Schmid contends that there are varying elements that are present 
in most definitions of terrorism.  The elements allow Schmid to portray terrorism as a 
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chosen military strategy that can have both psychological and physical effects on its 
projected audiences (Schmid 1983).  The perpetrators create an environment of fear 
through action in order to gain political capital from society.  Schmid’s interpretations 
fall under the categories Coercion, Civilian and Violence. 
Jeff Goodwin, (2006), in his work A Theory of Categorical Terrorism, examines 
terrorism from a categorical perspective.  Goodwin postulates that terrorists or 
insurgents will tend to attack civilians that are “Complicitous” with opponent regimes 
and that these groups will eventually use a cost benefit analysis between recruiting new 
potential members within the populace and the availability of attack (Goodwin 2006, 
2027).  Goodwin’s expansion on categorical terrorism encompasses revolutionary 
movements between insurgents and freedom fighters.  Goodwin defines terrorism as: 
Terrorism is the strategic use of violence or threat of use of violence by an 
oppositional political group against civilians and noncombatants and is 
usually intended to influence several audiences.  This definition, which is 
fairly conventional, agrees with those that suggest terrorism involves 
violence or threats by civilians against other civilians, thus differentiating 
terrorism from guerilla warfare, on the one hand and state violence on the 
other (Goodwin 2006, 2028). 
 
William Shughart (2006), in his work titled An Analytical History of Terrorism, 1945 
-2000, examines terrorism from post-World War II to modern Islamic radicalism.  
Shughart examines terrorism through four specific waves: National liberation, Ethnic 
separatism, left wing terrorism and Islamist terrorism (Shughart 2006, 7).   
Shughart defines terrorism as: 
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Terrorism has four specific attributes or characteristics.  First and foremost 
terrorism is violence or threat for a political threat.  Second, terrorism is 
planned calculated and indeed systematic act.  Third, terrorists are not 
bound by established rules of warfare or codes of conduct and fourth 
terrorism is designed to have far reaching psychological repercussions 
beyond the immediate victim or target (Shughart 2006, 10). 
 
While Shughart’s attributes give the definition of terrorism more teeth, there still are 
shortcomings in developing a universal definition.  Shughart acknowledges this and 
explains that the shortcomings are contributed to the socio-political dynamics of 
governance and state terror (Shughart 2006, 10). 
 Ira Wells (2010) expands upon the definition of terrorism in What I killed for, I Am: 
Domestic Terror in Richard Wright’s America. Wells expands on the definition of terrorism 
as “A violent form of politics” (Wells 2010, 881).  Well’s subtle definition demonstrates 
the inability of scholarship to define terrorism.  Previous definitions demonstrated that 
terrorism includes the threat of, or inevitable onslaught of, violence for a political gain.  
Such a notion gives heavy weight towards terrorism as a political tool and forces Well’s 
contention to tread water, but it also leaves Well’s definition open to discourse.   
Wells counters this observation by expanding upon the political unconsciousness 
of such actors: “The question is whether the agent of violence must always be cognizant 
of his own politics, or whether there are not certain situations in which a thoroughly 
politicized terroristic violence may emerge as though from the political 
unconscious.”(Wells 2010, 881). 
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 Audrey Cronin (2002) defines terrorism in her work Behind the Curve: Globalization 
and International Terrorism.  Cronin postulates that “Terrorism always has a political 
nature it involves the commission of outrageous acts designed to precipitate change.” 
(33). Cronin acknowledges the difficulties in developing a universal definition of 
terrorism in part because of the evolutionary processes of terrorist activities and the 
political landscapes that shift.  Cronin contributes this dysfunction to the perceptions of 
injustice by political entities (Cronin 2002, 33). Terrorism from a comprehensive 
perspective still eludes many scholars and institutions from collectively agreeing on what 
constitutes terrorism or terrorist acts. 
 “One person’s terrorist is another person’s freedom fighter.” (P.Hoffman 2004, 
936). Paul Hoffman uses this quote as a demonstration of the difficulties that scholarship 
faces in defining terrorism.  Hoffman examines the definition of terrorism and its 
relationship to human rights in his work Human Rights and Terrorism.  Hoffman postulates 
that:  
In defending the human rights framework, the author assumes that there is 
a core meaning of terrorism at least with respect to attacks on civilians about 
which there is increasingly very little normative disagreement.  This 
principle lies at the heart of the entire structure of international human 
rights and humanitarian law and applies regardless of motives or political 
objectives of the authors on such acts (P. Hoffman 2004, 937). 
 
Hoffman proposes general assumptions on defining terrorism when it comes to civilians 
being attacked, and he distinguishes this aspect as an important trait in building a 
universal definition of terrorism. 
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 Scholars Jacqueline Hodgson and Victor Tadros (2013) attempt a broader 
definition based on legal jurisprudence in their work The Impossibility of Defining 
Terrorism.  Hodgson and Tadros expand upon the difficulties in defining terrorism as  
Perhaps the most serious problem that we identify is the following trillema: 
First, define terrorism narrowly to exclude from the definition all attacks on 
state and its officials.  In doing so terrorism law will not be fit for purpose.  
Second, we need to define terrorism broadly to include all attacks on state 
and its officials… Third, we must define terrorism in a way that 
discriminates between legitimate and illegitimate attacks on the state and 
its officials.  This involves in making political judgments that they have 
inadequate expertise to make (Hodson and Tadros 2013, 2). 
 
Hodgson and Tadros (2013) take a different approach in defining terrorism than their 
counterparts.  Their approach is exclusively dependent upon various interpretations as 
to what constitutes an attack and on whom.  Hodgson and Tadros expand upon their 
definition of terrorism in the following assertion:  
The definition of terrorism should meet two ambitions.  One is that it 
corresponds reasonably closely to the moral idea of terrorism.  The 
definition of terrorism ought not to label as terrorists those whom the label 
does not fit.  In defining terrorism, we ought to be guided by the principle 
of fair labeling... This is partly in order that terrorism law has its appropriate 
condemnatory effect (Hodson and Tadros 2013, 4). 
 
The issues underlying Hodgson’s and Tadros’s definition are exclusively tied to 
interpretation from a Eurocentric perspective.  The assumptions made are based on 
jurisprudential interpretations that would exclude much of alternative definitions or 
other cultural interpretations as to what constitutes terrorism or terrorist acts.  Thus, this 
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lends support to their underlying theme in their article on the impossibility of defining 
terrorism. 
 Samuel Nunn (2007) examines a dual use for the interpretation of terrorism.  In his 
work Incidents of Terrorism in the United States, 1997-2005, Nunn examines the acts of 
terrorism in the U.S. by all groups, and also attempts identify the U.S. law enforcement’s 
interpretation of terrorism.  Nunn postulates: 
The U.S. code of law defines domestic and international terrorism as 
“Activities that…. Involve acts dangerous to human life that are a violation 
of the criminal laws of the United States or of any State and that appear to 
be intended to intimidate or coerce a civilian population, to influence the 
policy of a government by intimidation or coercion or to affect the conduct 
of a government by mass destruction, assassination, or kidnapping” (18 
U.S.C 113b).  However, most offenders who are considered terrorist receive 
indictments and convictions as murderers, bombers, racketeers, arsonists, 
or other criminal violators.  For instance individuals arrested for arson may 
later become classified as terrorists if it is discovered that their actions were 
political.  Law enforcement officials, prosecutors, and the courts often 
define criminal acts as terrorism in an ex post act of judgment (Nunn 2007, 
9). 
 
Nunn demonstrates the fallacies of law enforcement’s and the U.S. government’s 
interpretation and attempts at a universal definition to fit within the spectrum of 
terrorism.  Joel Beinin (2003) shows how the definition of terrorism takes on many 
different auspices within the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in his work Is Terrorism a useful 
term in understanding the Middle East and the Palestinian-Israeli Conflict?  Beinin uses the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict to demonstrate the difficulties in developing a universal 
definition of terrorism:  “According to the Jerusalem definition espoused by Netanyahu, 
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terrorism is the deliberate and systematic murder, maiming and menacing of the innocent 
to inspire fear for political ends.”(Beinin 2003, 12).  Beinin’s use of the Israeli 
government’s definition supports the need to develop a universal definition of terrorism 
that the international community could embrace.  Most of the Palestinian population 
would agree with this definition in the face of IDF aggression against civilians in the 
disputed territories.  In essence, this brings the definition of terrorism back to the 
argument that one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter. 
 Sadik Al-Azm (2005) expanded upon the West’s attempts to develop a universal 
definition as to what constitutes terrorism in his work Islam, Terrorism and the West.  Al-
Azm postulates:   
In the heat of the American-led war on global terrorism, does the search for 
an acceptable definition of terrorism make sense?  More specifically, is 
current insistent demand by Arabs and Muslims for such a definition from 
the hegemonic West realistic?  As long as the will to power reigns supreme, 
the answer has to be a resounding no (Al-Azm 2005, 8).    
 
Al-Azm’s analysis bridges the gap between the socio-political dynamics of western 
hegemony and defining aspects of terrorism. The struggle for power, coupled with 
economic/political control, will hinder the ability to create a universal definition.  The end 
result is a one sided definition which cannot reach the goal of a universally accepted 
definition of terrorism. 
 Alexander George (1991) expands upon the interpretation of terrorism in his work 
Discipline of Terrorology. George states: “Terrorology is intellectually sterile, if not 
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bankrupt, because the construct of terror employed by terrorologists was not developed 
in response to honest puzzlement about the real world, but rather in response to 
ideological pressure.”(George 1991, 92).  George’s analysis supports the debate on the 
difficulties of developing universal definitions for terrorism. George’s investigation of 
terrorology also separates the dynamics between securities studies, which have been 
fundamentally developed from an antiterrorism policy stance rather a political 
understanding of the subject phenomenon of terrorism; this is due to the radical 
transformation that social groups experience over time (Della Porta and Haupt 2012, 311).  
George’s interpretation collectively separates establishment from academic institutions, 
as these entities have a varying degrees of differences in analyzing and interpreting social 
phenomenon. 
 Robert Pape (2003) examines the definition of terrorism in his work Strategic Logic 
of Suicide Terrorism.  Pape’s definition includes the methodology of suicide terrorism as a 
factor involved in determining whether suicide terrorism is defined solely by personal 
preferences, i.e. religion, or if it is a methodology adapted to counter the strategic 
imbalance between modern military power and terrorist groups’ ability to conduct 
attacks.  Pape claims that “Terrorism involves the use of violence by an organization other 
than a national government to cause intimidation or fear among a target audience.”(Pape 
2003, 345).  Pape’s definition is from a strategic standpoint and is associated with more of 
a security counter terrorism perspective than a phenomenological perspective. 
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 C.A.J. Coady (2004) examines the various definitions of terrorism in his article 
“Terrorism and Innocence”.  Coady seeks to pick apart the definition based on collective 
interpretation of words that symbolize and define the struggle.  Coady develops his 
definition of terrorism after strenuous examination of other scholars’ definitions in the 
field.  Coady postulates:  
Of course, terrorism does not always take place in context of all out 
international war, but it usually has a war like dimension.  I will define it 
as follows: The organized use of violence to attack non-combatants 
(innocents in a special sense or their property for political purposes. (Coady 
2004, 39). 
 
Coady systematically interprets the definition of terrorism based off of the assumptions 
of innocence that is found in definitions of terrorism, yet Coady uses the terms political 
purpose and non-combatants.  This is because Coady avoids the broader interpretation 
of victims or innocence. 
 Jeremy Waldron (2004) examines the definition of terrorism in his work Terrorism 
and the uses of Terror.  Waldron postulates:  
The issues I shall address are in large part definitional.  Now, everyone 
acknowledges that it is difficult to agree on a definition of terrorism and it 
may be thought that we should not waste time worrying about definitional 
issues (someone might say, who cares how terrorism is defined? We know 
it when we see it, and we saw it on September 11th).  Surely what matters is 
what we do about terrorism, not how we define it (Waldron 2004, 6). 
 
Waldron takes a different approach in analyzing terrorism’s definition by examining the 
morality of terror.  Waldron interprets the U.S. government’s definition and other 
scholars’ definitions of terrorism as a moral response to an immoral act and how 
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collectively society seeks to establish norms on defining a tragedy through its institutions. 
This definition allows legislators to legislate and law enforcement to universally adopt 
terrorism to fit its agenda. Waldron continues by stating:  
I shall argue that even if the connection between terrorism and terror is 
contingent, still we gain considerable insight into the intentional structure 
of the phenomena that most of us describe as terrorism if we see that they 
assign an important role to psycho-social conditions rather like terror, even 
if they do not always amount to terror in the most literal sense of the word 
(Waldron 2004, 6). 
 
Waldron associates violent behavior with that in the legal definition of terrorism, and 
states this is the heart of the issue rather than trying to simplify a definition.  This supports 
Della Porta’s (2009) radical flank on social structure theory, as these groups become 
violent over time through eventual transformation. 
 Andres Feldmann and Maiju Perälä (2001) examine the definition of terrorism in 
their work Reassessing the Causes of Nongovernmental Terrorism in Latin America.  Through 
their analysis of varying definitions of terrorism, Feldmann and Perälä developed their 
own definition of what constitutes terrorism.   
Feldmann and Perälä propose:  
The use or threat of use of anxiety inducing extranormal violence for 
political purposes by any individual or group, whether acting for or in 
opposition to established governmental authority, where such action is 
intended to influence the attitudes and behavior of a target group wider 
than victims. (104). 
 
Feldmann and Perälä’s definition is based solely on the assumption that the terrorist 
activity is directed at a government rather than directed specifically at other groups.  
35 
 
 
 
Feldmann and Perälä exclude sectarian violence, which in fact would be considered 
terrorism by other definitions. 
 Alexander Lee (2011) expands upon the definition of terrorism in his work Who 
Becomes a Terrorist?: Poverty, Education, and the Origins of Political Violence.  Lee’s definition 
of terrorism is vastly different than the previous definitions examined in this work.  Lee 
postulates: “I define terrorism as the use of violence to attain political ends, when this 
violence is primarily intended to cause fear among the civilian population and when the 
psychological value of acts of violence is prioritized over their immediate military 
value.”(Lee 2011, 205).  Lee’s interpretation of defining terrorism includes the use of 
psychological value over military value, which is a stark contrast from previous 
definitions.  Lee’s definition includes strategic methodology on the part of the terrorist 
group, which in effect is far from the typical norms found in terrorism definitions with 
political agenda and violence. 
 Colin Beck and Emily Miner (2013) categorize terrorism instead of define it 
exclusively in their article “Who gets Designated a Terrorist and Why?” Beck and Miner 
examine the various terrorism definitions and designations across the world.  Beck and 
Miner use organizational typography to define terrorism collectively.  Terrorism 
typography is created through the scope and lenses of counter-terrorism policies for 
countries. According to Beck and Miner (2013), “Our theory is simple the designation of 
terrorists is affected by markers from an organization’s profile, where certain types of 
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groups are more likely to be seen as terrorist than others, even when controlling for their 
activities and measurable geostrategic concerns.”( 841).  Organization traits and 
characteristics define terrorist groups, which would deviate from current literature, yet 
through structural change and radicalization, organizations do not always commit acts 
of terror. (Beck and Miner 2013, 841).   
However, all is not lost as Beck and Miner analyze terrorism through various 
terrorism scholar’s perspectives as well.  “The sociological perspective on terrorism tends 
to emphasize that it is a social construction of deviance and threat (Oliverio 1998: Turk 
2004) that governments employ for social control (Black 2004: Deflem 2004: Oliverio and 
Lauderdale 2005).” (Beck and Miner 2013, 841).   
  In essence, the typography and definition of terrorism relies on the traits of such 
organizations through the social construction of the agency defining it.  What seems 
ironic within the analysis of ELF and ALF as eco-terrorist organizations is that ELF has 
its own definition of what constitutes a terrorist attack.  This seems appropriate given 
that terrorism as a definition is ambiguous and difficult to define.  The U.S. government 
seems to have been defined multiple times as well, as scholars cannot agree on the 
definition.  However, according to ELF, terrorism is best defined as “The true terrorism 
comes from a system that makes commodities out of the Earth and those living on it and 
it must be stopped by any means necessary.” (Pickering 2007, 66). 
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 The new age in defining terrorism finds itself in a contextual battle between free 
speech/protest and national security protocols.  The emergence of cyberterrorism with 
the advent of new telecommunications systems across the world has emboldened states 
to collectively take action against terrorist organizations (Whine 1999, 231).  New 
operational observations of terrorist motives and abilities flourish within the literature, 
linking action or threat of action and physical/psychological damages, and the links are 
intertwined through the scope of target audiences. The following table is a 
summarization of terrorism definitions used by the various scholars analyzed in this 
work.  Note:  These definitions and interpretations demonstrate the ambiguousness of 
terrorism and how creating a definition of terrorism and its traits is a lofty task.   The 
elements used to analyze these definitions are categorized as Government, Unlawful, 
Coercion, Threat, Civilian, Political and Violence. 
 
Table 2        
Scholar Government Unlawful Coercion Threat Civilian Political Violence 
                
Crenshaw   X X x X x 
Hoffman, B    X x X x 
Lacqueur  X   x X x 
Jenkins    x  X  
Turk    x   x 
Schmid   X  x  x 
Goodwin   X x x x x 
Shughart  X  x  x x 
Wells      x x 
Cronin      x x 
Hoffman, P     x  x 
Hodgson & 
Tadros     x x x 
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Nunn x x X x x x x 
Beinin  x X x x x x 
Al-Azm      x  
Pape x   x x  x 
Coady       x 
Feldmann/Perälä x  X x x x x 
Lee     x x x 
Beck and Miner X       
 
I will attempt to provide a definition for this study regarding what constitutes 
terrorism.  From the compilation of government and non-governmental sources, I 
contend that terrorism is complex, and giving a simple universal definition would hinder 
both counter-terrorism policies and civil liberties in the U.S.  In essence, terrorism is ever 
changing and should not be construed to just one simplified definition found in the 
language that is prominent and that legal jurisprudence already established.  Terrorism 
should be defined as: a by-product of a struggle between progression and stagnation 
through all facets of civil society.  It is an ever evolving competitive relationship between 
tactics, norms, social agendas and political institutions that hold the keys to direct or 
indirect governance.  
There are varying degrees of definitions that one could construe as terrorism; as 
such, there should be varying degrees of what specifically terrorism is and what is a 
minor issue that can be resolved through the criminal process.  Defacing property over a 
legitimate discourse should not be treated the same as hijacking airplanes and using them 
as a suicide bomb.  As demonstrated in chapter 2, according to ELF activist Tim Lewis, 
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eco-tage is nothing more than alternative form of protest (If a Tree Falls 2011).  These two 
specific actions are different and should be treated as such, as the legal system already 
had in place criminal law.   
In a pre-9/11 world, the definition of terrorism was not so much an issue; rather 
the judicial system could handle such crimes.  The current state of affairs post 9/11, and 
the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism, changed the landscape on what 
constitute terrorism and what types of terrorism are threats to national security.  Such a 
distinction from pre and post 9/11 has created a sophisticated legal balancing act with an 
overarching concentration on security and the erosion of our constitutional rights as 
citizens through legal definitions and accepted norms of what constitutes terrorism. 
 
Typologies in Terrorism 
 Terrorism typologies are the multi-tiered levels of various terrorist organizational 
structures and their political agendas.  When accompanying the definition of terrorism, 
the typographies of terrorism provide a glimpse of the socio-political context from which 
terror is yielded.  The methodology of terrorism varies according to each group, who tend 
to favor specific tactics in achieving their agenda.  The typography of terrorism allows 
for a categorization of terrorism as a phenomenon to be examined. 
State Terror/Sponsorship of Terrorism 
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 Terrorism through resistance movements is not only used by a variety of groups 
from nationalists to freedom fighters, it can also take the form of state institutions using 
terror to justify action against its citizens.  Terrorism as a method of political control is 
not subject to just religious or nationalist movements, rather it can take the form of 
oppression.  The best example of this institutionalized terrorism is Nazi Germany’s 
campaign on Jews, Homosexuals, Gypsies, Handicapped citizens and political prisoners.  
Terrorism is non-discriminatory; it transverses as a mechanism of evil through its 
intended use on groups.  State terrorism is prevalent in the current era, as can be seen 
with the government of North Korea.; there are stories of political prisoners being held 
in abhorrent conditions and tortured. (Nebehay 2014). 
State terrorism can also take form of intentional support for terrorist organizations.  
States can use terrorism to create instability through a proxy in a regional conflict.  An 
example of this would be Iran’s direct support of Hezbollah in the current Syrian civil 
war.  State sponsorship of terrorism has many ambiguous interpretations, much like the 
definition of terrorism.  Daniel Byman (2005) expands on this definition in his work 
Deadly Connections: States that Sponsor Terrorism.  “The concept of state sponsorship 
further muddies these already murky waters.  U.S. support for Israel is regularly 
denounced in the Arab media as a form of sponsorship of terrorism, while the United 
States has formally branded several governments-most of them in the Middle East as state 
sponsors of terror, singling them out for economic and political punishment.”(Byman 
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2005, 7).  However, Byman also asserts that in some cases, state support for terror may 
not come from direct support, but rather from indirect support.  Byman uses Somalia as 
an “unwilling host” to terrorism because of its status as a failed state. (Byman 2005).   The 
type of terrorism that has become popularized through the mainstream has been that of 
Al Salafyi terrorism, which falls under the category of religious terrorism.   
Religious Terrorism 
 Terrorism finds its roots in antiquity; much of this could be associated to religious 
terrorism: early Jewish assassins named Zealots who actively resisted Roman occupation 
in Palestine are an example of terrorism in the ancient world. (Shuguart 2006, 13).  
Religious terrorism is not contained to one specific religion, rather its influence expands 
across many different religions. As Mark Juergensmeyer (2003) points out, “Even before 
the horrific attacks on September 11, 2001, in New York City and Washington, D.C. 
Americans, like residents of Belfast and London, were beginning to learn to live with 
shocking, disturbing incidents of violence laced with the passion of religion.  In these 
cases, however, the religion associated with terrorism was Christianity.” (19).  
When terrorist tactics shift from shootings, arson, kidnappings, bombings and 
ultimately suicide bombings, the mechanisms to control and initiate attacks may find its 
roots in religious rhetoric as a justification for call to action.  Religious terrorism has 
gained notoriety within the spectrum of terrorism studies as a rising trend in the 21st 
century and may even expand further into the future.   
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Mark Juergensmeyer (2003) expands upon this observation in his work Terror in 
the Mind of God: The Global Rise of Religious Violence.  Juergensmeyer postulates:  
But more often it has been religion –sometimes in combination with these other factors, 
sometimes as the primary motivation that has incited terrorist acts.  The common 
perception that there has been a rise in religious violence around the world in the last 
decades of the twentieth century has been borne out by those who keep records of such 
things.  In 1980 the U.S. State Department roster of international terrorist groups listed 
scarcely a single religious organization.  Almost twenty years later at the end of the 
twentieth century over half were religious… (6).  
   
Scholar Robert Pape (2003) counters that contemporary observations regarding 
religious terror groups as the motivations for terror are purely tactical in nature, and he 
uses his study on the logic of suicide terrorism as a prime example of terrorist 
organizations using suicide tactics to counter the military imbalance between victim 
states and terrorist organizations.   
Pape (2003) uses the Tamil Tigers of Sri Lanka as his example of a secular terrorist 
organization that uses suicide attacks to meet its goals. (350).  However, Pape’s research 
falls short due to its lack of placing religious goals as part of the overall agenda and 
influence on  the terrorist organization’s actions, while also neglecting the ambiguity of 
what the definition of terrorism can be.  For example, Pape’s concerned mainly with 
tactics, yet uses the interpretation of action as the ultimate explanation of terrorist group’s 
agendas and political objectives as well as how civil conflict affects the definition of 
terrorism.  This analysis does not give Pape the necessary support on tactics; rather, from 
a sociological perspective, Pape’s interpretation of tactics ignores the socio-political 
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dynamics of religious terrorist organizations and falls short in addressing terrorism from 
a phenomenological perspective. 
Nationalist Terrorism 
 Nationalism is a typical political identification for terrorist movements that are 
popular in the international system today.  Nationalist groups seek to establish legitimacy 
for occupying state territory. (Reinares 2005, 19).  Nationalist movements are politically 
motivated and driven by social groups that seek specific goals.  The turning point for 
these groups is when they use violence or the purported threat of violence to obtain 
political goals.  Why and how these movements progress comes down to the socio-
political dynamics within civil society.  Within this range of nationalist movements 
certain environmental factors within civil society and the failure of bureaucratic 
institutions to serve populations can ignite or create nationalist fervor.  Political and social 
traits within populations that are perceived as the requisite for civil society act as a 
mechanism to ensure stability.   
Once these traits or norms are changed by social or political institutions the latter 
result could be catastrophic and disrupt populations. This statement is best supported by 
Fernando Reinares (2005) in his work “National Separatism and Terrorism in 
Comparative Perspectives.”   
Reinares postulates: 
The questioning of the adequacy and legitimacy of an existing state and its 
institutions may be due to such diverse and not necessarily overlapping 
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factors as pre-modern reminiscences embedded in the political culture, 
objective socio-economic and cultural discrimination, a generalized 
perception of inefficient performance by central administration agencies or 
recurrent repression by the ruling majority, just to mention those perhaps 
more salient ones. Independentist and irredentist political organizations 
sometimes try to advance their alleged ends by means of violence. (120). 
 
Nationalist action becomes an act of terror once the threshold of collective action turns 
violent or there is the threat thereof within the context of political gains.  These political 
gains are measured through the lens of nationalist separatism with the notion of fighting 
for independence. (Reinares 2005, 121).  Thus, this brings back the conundrum of 
terrorism studies as to which side’s political fight is legitimate. 
Leftwing Terrorism 
 Leftwing terrorism is associated with armed struggle and Marxian dialectics.  Karl 
Marx’s Communist Manifesto was the propaganda used within the social construction of 
these popular leftwing movements during the past century, as they were by products of 
the Cold War between the U.S. and the Soviet Union.  Marx wanted a communist 
revolution to occur so that the social class system is recreated and a new communist 
society can take over. (Marx). The Middle East and Latin America became victims to the 
two super powers and their creativity on developing puppet states and fighting indirectly 
through proxies.  On the Soviet’s side there was the creation of Marxists-Leninist groups 
associated with re-distribution of class systems and separation from free market 
capitalism. This assertion is supported by Shuhgart’s (2006) waves of terrorism in a post-
cold war era.  Shughart postulates: “The Second World War gave new life to a post-
45 
 
 
 
colonial or anti-colonial wave of terror that was already underway in the 1920s.  It lasted 
roughly 20 years beyond war’s end, waned for a brief period during which left-wing 
terrorist groups held center stage, and reemerged with a vengeance in the last decade of 
the twentieth century.” (Shughart 2006, 15).   
During the cold war, leftwing terrorism was also a byproduct of government 
involvement in the socio-political dynamics in other states. According to Feldman and 
Perälä (2001), “Interpreting terrorism as the consequence of geostrategic rivalry between 
the superpowers was common during the Cold War years.  According to this view, the 
Soviet Union supported international terrorism to stir up trouble in Western democracies 
or pro-western nations and thereby destabilize and weaken the United States and its 
allies.”( 114).  One man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter, yet the puppets have 
been created and the stage was set for real politik by the two superpowers, with  the 
victims being the populations in the Latin American and Middle Eastern regions.     
The Special Interest Terrorist/Ecoterrorism 
 Ecoterrorism encompasses both radical animal rights and environmental groups.  
In terrorism studies, there lies a typology as to the different categories for what 
constitutes the development and operational bureaucracy of terrorism.  Single issue 
terrorism is vastly different from other terrorism typologies, as they seek to change 
society through the use of violence to ensure their political agenda is met.  Single issue is 
defined as “Special-interest /single issues terrorism involves the use of extreme force and 
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violence for the purpose of coercing a government and/or population to modify its 
behavior with respect to a specific area of concern.” (Dyson 2001, 1). 
These groups can be found based on singular issues that they feel plague society 
and on the idea that it is their duty to change the status quo through violent action.  
However, recent history has demonstrated that even if political agendas are changed 
through action, single issue terrorism may still exist through random violent action.  
 This observation has led to the conclusion that single issue terrorism can create a 
spiral of violence amongst actors and society once the group deems it necessary to ensure 
its viability. (Dyson 2001, 24).   These groups, which number in the hundreds, usually use 
non-violent means to get their agendas across.  However, groups like the Animal 
Liberation Front and the Earth Liberation Front have used violence to push their own 
agendas, and have a deeper or darker intent to ensure their longevity and political 
ambitions.   
U.S Environmental Public Policy 
Public policy is defined as an “intentional course of action followed by a 
government institution or official for resolving an issue of public concern.  Such a course 
of action must be manifested in laws, public statements, official regulations, or widely 
accepted and publicly visible patterns of behavior.”(Cochran et al. 2009, 2).  Public policy 
is the law, which is adopted by congress and executed through the executive branches of 
the U.S. government. (Cochran et al. 2009, 2).  As aforementioned, defining terrorism has 
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been proven difficult; much can be said about defining public policy and what constitutes 
public policy.  While there are legislative and executive dialects involved in public policy, 
there is also judicial legislation involved as well. “In current case law public policy is a 
principle of judicial legislation or interpretation founded on the current needs of the 
community; that it may be regarded as the highest common factor of public sentiment 
and intelligence as ascertained by the bar.”(Shatten 1965, 1048).  Within these two 
interpretations of judicial law making and congressional lawmaking, public policy is the 
execution of and reorganization of legal jurisprudence in the U.S.   The key defining terms 
within both definitions are the factors of “public sentiment” and “publicly visible signs 
of behavior.”  Environmental constraint is seen as an important public policy issue in the 
U.S.  This interpretation is expanded upon by Charles Gilbert (1976) in The Shaping of 
Public Policy:  
Environmental constraint this might be termed the Heilbroner prospect, 
consisting in resource shortages and growing pressure on the human 
habitat, posing limits to economic growth and prompting prodigies of 
public regulation or even allocation.  If this is ultimately a controversial 
prospect, scenarios short of the ultimate nevertheless entailing altered 
growth and more collective allocation are less so and in almost any version 
of this prospect public regulation appears more pervasive and the people 
of plenty hypothesis about American democracy politics is qualified. (118). 
 
This is a significant observation in analyzing the historical role of the environmental 
movement in its influences on public policy.  The modern environmental movement finds 
its roots collectively through a fundamental clash between economic growth vs. 
environmental sustainability.  Also, what is important to note is the actual legal 
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definitions of what constitutes a terrorist attack and the interpretation and execution of 
such laws that could have an alienate segments of the environmental movement.  In 
essence, this Heilbroner effect on stagnation of environmental justice finds its roots deep 
in Marxism and the struggle between the class systems. (Gilbert 1976, 118). 
 Peter Drucker (1980) is considered by many public administration scholars as the 
leading theorist on how agencies and departments should interact within societal norms.  
Drucker’s famous work on departments and agencies, titled The Deadly Sins of Public 
Administration, gives a list of elements that constitute a department’s lack of, or failure to, 
follow through within its structural paradigms.  I will apply two of Drucker’s deadly sins 
to the environmental public policy and terrorism public policy in the U.S. to demonstrate 
how these initiatives lay the ground work for the competition between corporate industry 
and environmentalists throughout recent history.   Drucker’s first deadly sin is for 
agencies not to have what is known as “lofty goals” (103).  Lofty goals is defined by 
Drucker as “To have a chance at performance, a program needs clear targets, the 
attainment of which can be measured, appraised, or at least judged.”(103). The next 
deadly sin I will apply to U.S. environmental policy will be “Don’t experiment be 
dogmatic” (Drucker 1980, 104).  Being dogmatic, as Drucker postulates, is that 
organizations’ policies tend to be overarching and too big at first to implement and can 
cause controversy or failure:   
In technical or product innovation, we sometimes skip the pilot-plant stage, 
usually to our sorrow.  But at least we build a model and put it through wind 
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tunnel tests.  In public service, increasingly we start out with a position that is, 
with a totally untested theory and go from it immediately to national, if not 
international, application. (104).   
 
Drucker’s deadly sins are apparent throughout U.S. public policies and agencies.   When 
examining the overarching public policy towards terrorism, the catch all approach with 
the ambiguous definition of what constitutes terrorism and the implementation of policy 
towards terrorism has created an environment conducive to both McNamara’s fog and 
Drucker’s dogmatic approach to public policy that generates oppression against the 
environmentalist. 
Environmental activism in the U.S. can trace its roots back to the passage and 
creation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (Cornell Law 16 U.S.C SS 703-713). The 
Migratory Bird Treaty was developed to protect the migration patterns of specific species 
of birds that fly from North America to Europe.  Poachers would hunt certain species in 
order to sell them on the market; once the threat of endangerment approached for these 
birds, the law was enacted. (U.S.D.A).  Drucker’s lofty goal could be applied to the 
ambiguity of 16 U.S. C SS 703-713, due to the very nature of migration patterns for birds.  
The following legal cases demonstrate the ambiguity of the code itself in its application: 
United States v. Moon Lake Electric Ass'n Inc., 45 F. Supp. 2d 1070 (Howe 2010), United 
States v. Apollo Energies, Inc., No. 0810111-01-JTM, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 6160 (Howe 2010) 
and United States v. Chevron USA, Inc., No. 09-CR-0132, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 102682 
(Howe 2010). 
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United States v. Moon Lake Electric Ass'n Inc. was a lawsuit that was brought against an 
electricity company that was killing migratory birds on its power lines. (Howe 2010).  
Howe expands on the legal upholding in the following statement: 
The court, holding that the statute was not intended to apply only to 
hunters and poachers, found that the Act imposed a strict liability standard.  
The court concluded, however, that to avoid absurd results direct legal 
causation had to be proven beyond a reasonable doubt… Moon Lake was 
found guilty of MBTA misdemeanors because it had failed to install 
inexpensive equipment on power poles thus causing the death or injury of 
38 birds of prey. (Howe 2010). 
United States v. Apollo Enterprises, Inc. was a lawsuit brought on by the U.S. 
government over the MBTA, in which an energy company that was responsible for killing 
migratory birds.  Howe expands on this ruling in the following passage: “The court citing 
Moon Lake and agreeing with the imposition of a proximate causation requirement 
imposed strict liability on an energy company after the court found, among other things, 
that it was common knowledge in the oil and gas industry that heater treaters were killing 
birds.” (Howe 2010). 
United States v. Chevron USA, Inc. was a case that derived from Louisiana in which 
Chevron Inc., was held liable for the death of brown pelicans. (Howe 2010).  Howe 
expands on the finding in the following section:  
Disagreeing with the application of a proximate cause requirement, the 
court, instead, determined that strict liability simply should not be applied 
under all circumstances, The Chevron court refused to impose strict liability 
on the facts before it because it found that there was no prohibition cited by 
the government for leaving a caisson uncovered and that the birds had died 
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as an unintended consequence from the legal, and widely accepted use of a 
caisson to protect the wellhead. (Howe 2010). 
 
The 1960s ushered in the culminating point of the civil rights movement against 
the U.S. government.  The environmental activist movement within the U.S. ushered in a 
new era of judicial activism and environmental conservation.  This new phase in the 
American psyche was brought into play with the convening of Earth Day in 1970. 
(Greenberg 2004, 121).  “The only hope of the Earth is to withdraw huge areas as inviolate 
nature sanctuaries from the depredations of modern industry and technology…..We 
humans have become a disease, the Humanpox.” (Foreman 1993, 228). 
The rate of environmental degradation and extinction of species going on in the 
U.S. could not be ignored by the American public. (R.K. Smith 2008, 541).  Through the 
tools of judicial activism as a result of lobbying over the past 20 years, the U.S. Congress 
passed seven environmental safety acts that addressed environmental issues going on 
inside the continental U.S.  The Environmental Protection Agency was also created 
through the use of an Executive Order by the President. (R.K. Smith 2008, 541).   
The landmark case in the Supreme Court was that of Tennessee Valley Authority v. 
Hill.  The results of this case created precedence towards the invaluable nature of a species 
and the inevitable progress of society in developing infrastructure conducive to water 
restriction.  The Army Corp of Engineers sought to develop a damn, but this would have 
caused the extinction of animal species that were seen as vital to the local ecosystem.  The 
court ruled that species have as valuable a place in this world as humans and ruled in 
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favor of the environmentalists, even when the Army Corp lost millions of dollars. (R.K. 
Smith 2008, 541).   
The Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C SS 7401-767 sub-section, was created in 1963 but 
amended in 1970, 1977 and 1990. (Cornell Law 42 U.S.C SS 7401-767).  The purpose of this 
legislation was, “To enhance the quality of the nation’s air resources so as to promote the 
public health and welfare and the productive capacity of its population.”(Cornell Law 42 
U.S.C SS 7401-767). The Clean Air Act was one of the earliest victories for the 
environmental activist movement. 
 The Wilderness Act 16 U.S.C SS 1131-1136 sub section was created to develop a 
framework for protecting the natural state of areas untouched in the U.S.  The purpose of 
this legislation was to promote the “Establishment: Congressional declaration of policy; 
wilderness areas for the administration for public use and enjoyment, protection, 
preservation, and gathering and dissemination of information; provisions for designation 
as wilderness areas.” (Cornell Law 16 U.S.C SS 1131-1136).   
 The National Environment Policy Act 42 U.S.C. SS 4321-4370 was developed as a 
support mechanism for the Wilderness Act, but its goals have distinguished the thematic 
schemes found in environmentalist literature.  
The purposes of this chapter are: To declare a national policy which 
will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and 
his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate 
damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health 
and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding of the ecological 
systems and natural resources important to the Nation; and to 
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establish a Council on Environmental Quality. (Cornell Law 42 
U.S.C. SS 4321-4370).  
 
 The Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. SS 4321-4370e, seeks to establish water quality and 
control through monitoring to ensure that water quality meets the set of standards for 
public health and to maintain the eco-systems of untouched reservoirs, streams and lakes, 
etc. (Cornell Law 33 U.S.C. SS 4321-4370e).  This ensures the viability to mitigate any 
adverse effects of pollution by people, business and government.  The Clean Water act 
also holds accountable any individuals or groups responsible for desecration of natural 
water sources.  The Clean Water act also demonstrates how Drucker (1980) explains the 
“lofty goals” for organizations and policies.  This is best supported by Jane Shaw, who 
researches how environmental initiatives have competed with private industry: 
The federal government defines a “wetland” in such a way that it doesn’t 
have to be wet, as long as it has vegetation typical of wetlands.  It regulates 
wetlands on the basis of the Clean Water Act, which does not mention the 
word wetland (the relevant provision was originally designed to prevent 
pollution into navigable waters).  People have gone to jail for dumping a 
few loads of dirt on such wetlands. (Shaw 1996). 
 
 The Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. SS 1531-1544, seeks to establish a legal 
framework to ensure the viability of animal species and diminish the environmental 
degradation of such species, as well as  promoting ecosystem diversity and ensuring the 
survival of species that are in danger of extinction.  
The purpose of this legislation is to provide a means whereby the 
eco-systems upon which endangered species and threatened species 
depend may be conserved, to provide a program for the 
conservation of such endangered species and threatened species, 
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and take such steps as may be appropriate to achieve the purposes 
of the treaties and conventions set forth in subsection (a) of this 
section. (Cornell Law 16 U.S.C. SS 1531-1544). 
 
The National Forest Management Act of 1976, 16 U.S.C. SS 472a, 521b, 1600, 1611-
1614 and all of its subsections, seeks to establish the regulation of the national forests and 
control the practice of the timber industry and to ensure the nation’s renewable resources 
are not affected.  
To serve the national interest, the renewable resource program must 
be based on a comprehensive assessment of present and anticipated 
uses, demand for and supply of renewable resources from the 
nation’s public and private forests and rangelands, through the 
analysis of environmental and economic impacts, coordination of 
multiple use and sustained yield. (Cornell Law 16 U.S.C. SS 472a, 
521b, 1600, 1611-1614). 
 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980, 42 U.S.C. SS9601-9675, seeks to enhance the EPA’s ability to hold parties 
accountable for immediate pollution spills or environmental degradation, to allow these 
parties to be held financially liable for such action and the expenses to clean up, and 
ensure that the superfund is reimbursed for all costs and expenses that may have been 
contributed to such fallacies. (Cornell Law 42 U.S.C. SS9601-9675).  The struggle for 
environmental justice by activists and the government has created a byproduct of 
legislation that regulates actions and ensures the longevity of the environment. 
The Sierra club was the first modern environmental organization whose goals 
sought environmental protection.  The Sierra club’s mission is “To become the nation’s 
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largest and most influential grassroots environmental organization, with two million 
members and supporters.  Our successes range from protecting millions of acres of 
wilderness to helping pass the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act and Endangered Species 
Act.” (Sierra Club, 2014).   
During the 1970’s, other environmental organizations also helped propagate the 
environmentalist movement. Greenpeace was founded in 1971 by a group of dedicated 
environmentalists whose intention was to expose the environmental damage created by 
nuclear testing off the coast of Alaska. (Greenpeace 2014).  Greenpeace’s mission 
statement is as follows: “Greenpeace is the leading Independent campaigning 
organization that uses peaceful protest and creative communication to expose global 
environmental problems and to promote solutions that are essential to a green and 
peaceful future.” (Greenpeace 2014).  
For the purpose of demonstrating key initiatives that were seen as triumphs in the 
environmental movement, the following chart was created to simplify the descriptive 
understanding of Environmental activism through legislation in the U.S. since 1960. 
 
 
Table 3- Environmental Legislation in The U.S.     
 
Species 
Pro 
Eco 
Pro 
Human 
Pro 
Year 
Passed 
          
Clean Air Act  x x x 1963 
Wilderness Act  x x  1964 
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)  x  1969 
Clean Water Act (CWA)  x x 1972 
Endangered Species Act  x x  1973 
National Forest Management Act (NFMA)  x  1976 
Comprehensive Environmental Response and Cleanup Act (CERCLA) x x  1980 
     
**Eco=Ecological     
***Pro= Protection     
 
 The environmental movement encompasses two key elements: Environmental 
protection and Animal rights.  With the gains in pro environmental policies also came the 
movement towards equal protection for animals.  What should one do with animal 
welfare within the confines of a system that profits and benefits through experimentation 
and commercialism?  What is considered the ethical treatment for animals within the 
context of industrialized society?  These underlying questions are at the heart of research 
within the animal rights communities. According to Blackmon (1989), “There are laws 
against animal cruelty to animals, but they are rarely enforced.”( 283).  The Animal Rights 
movement finds its roots back to Peter Singer’s (1975) Animal Liberation, which addressed 
the horrific treatment of animals through industrial farming and other dominion based 
theorists.   
Gerald Carson (1978), in his work Men, Beasts and Gods: A History of Cruelty and 
Kindness to Animals, sought a qualitative analysis on historical accounts of the relationship 
between humans and animals from antiquity to modern times.  Carson addressed the 
modern phenomenon of animal cruelty as a byproduct of man’s evolution toward society 
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and social status.   Carson examined the history and the role that animals played in 
society and how sporting and religion have affected the relationships between humans 
and their pets. (Carson 1978, 268).  Animal rights activism helped create legislation 
related to child protection laws and had an overwhelming effect on society. (Anderberg 
2014).  The following case represents the very precedence of a child protection and the 
historical relationship between Animal rights and child protective services: 
Organized child protection emerged from the rescue in 1874 of nine-year 
old Mary Ellen Wilson, who lived with her guardians in one of New York 
City’s worst tenements Hell’s Kitchen.  Mary Ellen was routinely beaten 
and neglected.  A religious missionary to the poor named Etta Wheeler 
learned of the child’s plight and determined to rescue her.  Wheeler 
consulted the police, but they declined to investigate.  Next, Wheeler sought 
assistance from child helping charities, but they lacked the authority to 
intervene in the family.  At that time, of course there was no such thing as 
child protective services, and the juvenile court did not come into existence 
until a quarter century.  Eventually, Wheeler sought advice from Henry 
Bergh, the influential founder of the American Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals.  Bergh asked his lawyer Elbridge Gerry, to find a legal 
mechanism to rescue the child.  Gerry employed a variant of Writ of Habeas 
Corpus to remove Mary Ellen from her guardians. (Meyers 2008, 451). 
 
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) was created to ensure the 
ethical treatment of animals and stop animal cruelty.  PETA’s mission statement is: 
PETA focuses its attention on the four areas in which the largest 
numbers of animals suffer the most intensely for the longest periods 
of time: on factory farms, in the clothing trade, in the laboratories, 
and in the entertainment industry.  We also work on a variety of 
other issues, including the cruel killing of beavers, birds, and other 
“pests” as well as cruelty to domesticated animals. (PETA). 
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The following graphic displays a timeline that was developed for this study to 
demonstrate the fundamental shifts and events that helped shape the animal rights 
movement.  Such events include the development and operation of legal entities that seek 
to establish judicial activism as a means to counter the ever present animal injustices.  
Media coverage is also included to provide a genuine understanding of the magnitude of 
animal rights movements in the U.S. 
Table 4- A Timeline of Animal Rights events in the U.S. 1966-1995. Result of Event 
  End Result of Event 
1966- Animal Welfare Act (USDA Animal Welfare Act) Law 
1975-Animal Liberation is published by Peter Singer Birth of Animal Rights 
1979- Animal Legal Defense Fund is founded-Attorneys (ADF) Fin Supt for Animal Rights** 
1980- PETA-Founded People For Equal Treatment of Animals Organization  
1981-FARM-Farm Animal Reform Movement-Protection for Farm Animals Organization  
1983-The Case for Animal Rights is published by Tom Regan Equality Humans vs. Animals 
1986-Farm Sanctuary is Formed Organization  
1987-Jennifer Graham- High school student refusing to dissect Frog 
(Johnson 1997). National News 
1989-Avon-Stops animal testing (McGill 1989) Victory for animal rights 
1990-Revlon-Stops animal testing (McGill 1989) Victory for animal rights 
1992-Animal Enterprise Protection Act Law 
  
**Financial Support 
  
The events listed create an analysis of the struggle that leads to the deployment of 
violent means for political agendas by both environmental and animal radical groups. 
The timeline also provides evidentiary data to demonstrate the tedious efforts of 
hundreds of groups seeking to change the status quo within accepted societal norms.  
Such an effort also led to the development of and radicalization of political groups whose 
main objective was to change society to meet their demands.  This goal was accomplished 
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through both civil activism and sabotage, which was inherently seen as another 
alternative form of protest. (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
Animal rights groups also protest the treatment of animals in zoos and other 
carnivals and circuses that use animals for entertainment.  “Once the full force of moral 
assessment has been made explicit there can be no rational excuse left for killing animals, 
be they killed for food, science, or sheer personal indulgence.” (Godlovitch et al. 1971, 7).  
The treatment of animals is not just correlated with laboratory experimentation or 
for clothing industry barons, rather all aspects of life with animals is covered.  Arnold 
Arluke and Clinton Sanders (1996) wrote Regarding Animals, and in this work, Arluke and 
Sanders interviewed people who worked in euthanasia, vivisection and other animal use 
fields to gain a better understanding as to why one would do this type of work.  In 
essence, the authors developed a rational choice analysis on the workers to explain how 
people can just treat animals in this manner through compartmentalization. (Arluke and 
Sanders 1996, 256).  It was to this compartmentalization that Arluke and Sanders 
attributed the ability of Nazi Germans to love animals and cherish them, yet kill millions 
of people. (Arluke and Sanders 1996, 256).   
This compartmentalization lead to the environmental organizations changing 
their civil disobedience to a more radical approach of violent action.  The traditional 
approaches of civil disobedience was being called into question more and more by groups 
like ELF/ALF in response to the ever growing competition between environmentalists 
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and private industry. Environmentalists sought a more radicalized approach that would 
get results. (Arluke and Sanders 1996, 256). Such transformation is defined through the 
lens of social conflict movements.  The following chart demonstrates the methodology 
selected by both peaceful and transformed environmental groups.   
Table 5-Catergory of Political Activism Animal Rights Protest ** 
Ecological 
Protest** Violent Action 
        
Greenpeace  x  
Earth Liberation Front (ELF)  x x 
PETA X   
Animal Liberation Front (ALF) X  x 
    
    
** Non-violent Protest    
 
Animal and environmental activism were the precursors to the transformation to radical 
eco-terrorism. The Animal Liberation Front and the Earth Liberation Front are 
byproducts of environmental activism; the only competition between these two groups 
is the interpretation of social goals.  “When the protesting stopped and nothing was 
changing that’s when other members of the group stated we have a better way to handle 
these things.”(If a Tree Falls 2011).  
 As demonstrated above, the competition between public policy and corporate 
interests is embedded throughout the environmentalist movement’s history.  The first 
event in the U.S. by radical environmentalists dates back to the group Environmental 
Action, which created a strategy manual known as the “self help guide to Eco-tage” 
(Bandow 2003, 27).  This guide to eco-tage became the manual for tactics.  Within this 
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manual were tactics such as: pouring sugar in gas tanks, pulling up stakes, putting glue 
in key holes. (If a Tree Falls 2011). As groups became more radicalized, so did the tactics 
chosen. (Engdall 2011).  According to FBI deputy assistant director Lewis, ELF and ALF 
are responsible for the majority of attacks within the U.S. from environmental groups. 
(Federal Bureau of Investigation 2004). 
U.S. Public Policy towards Terrorism 
 
“The best way to deal with eco-terrorists is to use the same tactics we’re using in 
our current war on terror”-Rep. George Nethercutt (R-WA) (Pickering 2007, 213).  
 
Animal Enterprise Protection Act of 1992 
 
The Animal Enterprise Protection Act (AEPA) of 1992 was the first real legislation 
against animal rights groups.  The AEPA defines terrorism as: 
”Sec.2/sec.43. Animal Enterprise Terrorism- intentionally damages or causes the loss 
of any real or personal property (including animals or records) used by an animal 
enterprise, or any real or personal property of a person or entity having a connection to, 
relationship with, or transactions with an animal enterprise” (Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-
346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 Stat. 928). This interpretation of damages could be supported by 
Drucker’s (1980) “lofty tasks” and lead to maleficence or judicial miscarriages. 
The law gives an important definition as to what constitutes an animal enterprise 
and what constitutes interfering and the penalties thereof. “(1) the term animal enterprise 
means- (a) a commercial or academic enterprise that uses or sells animal products for 
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profit, food or fiber production, agriculture, education, research or testing. (b) a zoo, 
aquarium, animal shelter, pet store, breeder, furrier, circus, or rodeo, or other lawful 
competitive animal event: or (c) any fair or similar event intended to advance agricultural 
arts and sciences.” (Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 Stat. 928).  
The AEPA expands upon the penalties for involvement in ecoterrorist activities: 
 Penalties.— The punishment for a violation of section  (a) or an 
attempt or conspiracy to violate subsection (a) shall be— (1) a fine 
under this title or imprisonment not more than 1 year, or both, if the 
offense does not instill in another the reasonable fear of serious 
bodily injury or death and— (A) the offense results in no economic 
damage or bodily injury; or (B) the offense results in economic 
damage that does not exceed $10,000; (2) a fine under this title or 
imprisonment for not more than 5 years, or both, if no bodily injury 
occurs and— (A) the offense results in economic damage exceeding 
$10,000 but not exceeding $100,000; or (B) the offense instills in 
another the reasonable fear of serious bodily injury or death; (3) a 
fine under this title or imprisonment for not more than 10 years, or 
both, if— (A) the offense results in economic damage exceeding 
$100,000; or (B) the offense results in substantial bodily injury to 
another individual; (4) a fine under this title or imprisonment for not 
more than 20 years, or both, if— (A) the offense results in serious 
bodily injury to another individual; or (B) the offense results in 
economic damage exceeding $1,000,000; and (5) imprisonment for 
life or for any terms of years, a fine under this title, or both, if the 
offense results in death of another individual. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 
102-346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 Stat. 928). 
 
The penalties involved include the portrayed use of violence or economic damage 
towards a business, private persons or government facility.  The most important part of 
this section in the legislation outlines the relationship between cost of damages and 
prison sentencing. Section 3(a) outlines the imprisonment for damages exceeding 
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$1,000,000.00.  This sets precedence towards stiffer penalties for monkey-wrenching and 
vandalism, yet the punishment for a violation of section A “An attempt or conspiracy to 
violate subsection (a) shall be— (1) a fine under this title or imprisonment not more than 
1 year, or both, if the offense does not instill in another the reasonable fear of serious 
bodily injury or death.” (Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 Stat. 928).  The 
key language to identify in analyzing the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism is in subsection a, with the penalties if the action does not cause bodily harm 
being no more than 1 year in prison. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 Stat. 
928). 
 
 
 
Economic damages are defined as: 
(3) the term “economic damage”— (A) means the replacement costs 
of lost or damaged property or records, the costs of repeating an 
interrupted or invalidated experiment, the loss of profits, or 
increased costs, including losses and increased costs resulting from 
threats, acts of vandalism, property damage, trespass, harassment, 
or intimidation taken against a person or entity on account of that 
person’s or entity’s connection to, relationship with, or transactions 
with the animal enterprise. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-346, Aug. 26, 
1992, 106 Stat. 928). 
This definition allows for a broad interpretation of animal enterprise and starts to include 
personnel associated with the animal enterprise; it also includes harassment, trespassing 
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and intimidation that could be protesting construed as harassment.  The protesting by, 
and free speech rights of, environmental activists tread a thin red line between civil 
protest and breaking the law. (R.K. Smith 2008, 565).  Economic damage is crucial to 
penalizing these environmental groups who harass the animal enterprise.  However, in 
analyzing the language of the law, it states that economic damage has two meanings 
specific to the penalties that can affect people. The AEPA expands further as to what is 
not considered economic damage in the following section:  
“(B): Does not include any lawful economic disruption (including a lawful boycott) that 
results from lawful public, governmental, or business reaction to the disclosure of 
information about an animal enterprise.” (Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 
Stat. 928). 
 This is significant to analyzing the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  AEPA identifies the first time what constitutes a terrorist attack and the 
penalties for such are limited to legal frameworks already in place to prosecute property 
damage.  The most significant aspect of this law is the definition of what constitutes 
economic damage and the bodily injury clause in subsection 1 under penalties. 
 From 1992 to 2001 environmental groups were engaged in eco-tage throughout the 
U.S. (Global Terrorism Database). U.S. public policy towards terrorism was in its infancy; 
only with AEPA, and outside of the agri-business, no one really even followed eco-
terrorism.  However, 9/11 occurred and the U.S. government responded to the terrorism 
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phenomenon with the creation of legislation and strengthening of domestic law 
enforcement, intelligence agencies and the creation of the Department of Homeland 
Security.  While on the surface these responses seem to be a valiant effort on the part of 
the U.S. government, they have not been well received within the civil liberty community. 
This is best supported by the following assertion: “The terrorist attacks of 2001 have 
seemingly licensed the U.S. government to violate its Madisonian principles.  While the 
current government asks for citizen trust, its actions justify mistrust (Hardin 2004, 77).  
While the AEPA is not the first actual U.S. public policy directed towards terrorism as a 
whole, it is the first example of the U.S. challenging the expansive and growing 
environmental movement.  The first real U.S. public policy towards identifying terrorism 
comes from FISA.  FISA defines international terrorism as “…acts dangerous to human 
life that are a violation of the criminal laws of the United States or any State, or that would 
be a criminal violation if committed within the jurisdiction of the United States or any 
State.”(Cornell Law Pub. L. 95-511, Oct. 25, 1978, 92 Stat. 1783).  FISA was created to allow 
the government to use surveillance practices against foreign agents of foreign 
governments. (McAdams 2006). Within FISA, a court known as the FISC (Foreign 
Surveillance Court) was developed; this court provided judicial oversight for agencies 
requesting the use of surveillance against foreign agents. (McAdams 2006).  As U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism progresses, so does the judicial oversight, as 
demonstrated in the following section. 
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Patriot Act 2001 
 
 The Patriot Act was the initial byproduct from the terrorist attacks on 9/11.  The 
Act is formally known as The Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing 
Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act of 2001.  The Patriot 
Act is also an expansion of several other key legislative initiatives that already existed. 
(ACLU 2013).  The Patriot Act is an extension of FISA; the key differences between FISA 
and Patriot Act are twofold: First, the Patriot Act uses the same surveillance language as 
FISA, yet its target is now Americans rather than foreign agents. (McAdams 2006, 9)  
Under FISA, the petitioner has to petition the court (FISC) to get a warrant for 
surveillance. (McAdams 2006, 9).  After 9/11, this shifted policy from judicial oversight, 
which allows agencies and departments to skip the step in getting a warrant. (McAdams 
2006, 9). The Patriot Act has nine titles, which are explained in the following paragraphs. 
 Title I: Enhancing Domestic Security.  This title creates a fund to enhance the 
domestic security services of local and national law enforcement.  This title also allows 
for greater coordination between state, local and national departments and agencies. 
(Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat.).   
 Title II: Surveillance Procedures. [Enhanced surveillance for discovery of terrorism 
networks, this title of the law is much more controversial due to the nature between 
domestic surveillance and foreign surveillance under FISA.  According to the American 
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Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), the expansion of surveillance abilities by the Patriot Act is 
in the following four areas:  
*Records searches. It expands the government's ability to look at 
records on an individual's activity being held by third parties. 
(Section 215). Secret searches. It expands the government's ability to 
search private property without notice to the owner. (Section 
213).  Intelligence searches. It expands a narrow exception to the 
Fourth Amendment that had been created for the collection of 
foreign intelligence information (Section 218). "Trap and trace" 
searches. It expands another Fourth Amendment exception for 
spying that collects "addressing" information about the origin and 
destination of communications, as opposed to the content (Section 
214). (ACLU 2013). 
 
Title II is the most controversial aspect of the Patriot Act due to its encroachment on civil 
liberties.  Thus, in the war on ecoterrorism, the U.S. expanded its power to include 
domestic environmental groups:  
By categorizing an activist as someone who might commit an act of 
terrorism, the federal government is given broader power over that 
activist or activist group.  One way in which its power is expanded 
is through the authority to listen to personal phone conversations.  
On March 9, 2006, as part of the Re-Authorization of The U.S.A 
Patriot Act, the federal statute was amended to authorize the 
interception of wire, oral or electronic communications when the 
interception may provide evidence of animal enterprise terrorism as 
set forth in 18 U.S.C. 43.  Thus, an activist who has never been 
arrested for any crime or any type of protest may have her phones 
tapped, her emails read and her private conversations recorded if the 
federal government agent believes that it might find some evidence 
of a plan to interfere with an animal enterprise. (R.K. Smith 2008, 
564-565). 
 
The definition of an ecoterrorist debate and the murkiness between terrorist and activist 
is ever present within the legislative confines of Title II in the U.S. Patriot Act. 
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 Title III: Anti-Money Laundering to Prevent Terrorism. This section addresses the 
financial systems associated with the funding of terrorism.  In essence, this title follows 
the money trail through the U.S. banking system and international financial institutions. 
(Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat.).    The U.S. uses its financial system 
to find the money sources associated with an act or acts of terrorism. 
Title V: Removing Obstacles to Investigating Terrorism. This section represents 
the added financial bonus that the U.S. government can provide towards the reward for 
finding out about information regarding terrorists or terrorist attacks.  This section also 
provides the necessary collaboration regarding funding between agency and department 
cooperation. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat.). Under FISA, this would 
have been impossible, as it included what would later be known among agencies as the 
“The Wall” (McAdams 2006, 6). 
 Title VII: Increased Information Sharing for Infrastructure Protection. This section 
seeks to calculate terrorism as a criminal activity.  This section also gives local law 
enforcement the ability to cooperate beyond jurisdictional boundaries.  The expansion of 
judicial boundaries includes information sharing between the three levels of response: 
local, state and national. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat. Section 701, 
pp 3796 h). 
 Title VIII: Terrorism Criminal Law. This section seeks to definitively create a 
universal acceptance of what constitutes terrorism and a terrorist act.  This section defines 
69 
 
 
 
domestic terrorism and international terrorism.  Domestic terrorism includes acts that are 
normally associated with criminal activity as potential acts of terror.  The following 
statement expands upon the definition of a terrorist act: 
The term “domestic terrorism” means activities that (a) involve acts 
dangerous to human life that are a violation of the criminal laws of 
the United States or of any State: (b) appear to be intended to (i) to 
intimidate or coerce a civilian population; (ii) to influence the policy 
of a government by intimidation or coercion; or (iii) to affect the 
conduct of a government by mass destruction, assassination, or 
kidnapping and (c) occur primarily within the territorial jurisdiction 
of the U.S. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat. Section 
802 a, pp2331). 
 
As noted above, the justification for expansion of the federal government’s 
surveillance and legal tools to use in the fight against international and domestic 
terrorism has created a typographical process for information sharing between local, state 
and federal levels.  Due to this creation, Smith (2008) expands upon the maltreatment of 
environmental activists who get caught up in the system by overzealous government 
agencies seeking to vilify environmental activism as ecoterrorism.  
Another surveillance implication of branding radical environmental 
activists as terrorists is found in the National Crime Information 
Center’s Violent Gang and Terrorist Organization File.  The NCIC is 
a national database of criminal records and other identifying 
information for U.S. citizens, which is available to prosecutors, law 
enforcement agents, and law enforcement institutions twenty four 
hours a day.  Until 2002, the NCIC only recorded actual convictions.  
But in 2002, the federal government decided to use the NCIC as an 
investigative tool with the goal of creating a centralized terrorist 
watch list.  The problem lies with no judicial process involved in an 
individual being put on this list (R.K. Smith 2008, 565). 
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Safety Act 2002 
 The Safety Act 2002’s full title is the Support Anti-Terrorism by Fostering Effective 
Technologies Act of 2002.  Safety Act 2002 is title VIII sub title G of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002.  The Safety Act creates the technological base for anti-terrorism policies and 
strategies for both risk management and litigation management. (Davidson 2013). The 
Safety Act 2002 includes the following excerpt: 
Threat and vulnerability information Except as otherwise directed by the 
President, the Secretary shall have such access as the Secretary considers 
necessary to all information, including reports assessments, analyses, and 
unevaluated intelligence relating to threats of terrorism against the United 
States and to other areas of responsibility assigned by the Secretary, and to 
all information concerning infrastructure or other vulnerabilities of the 
United States and to other areas of responsibility assigned by the Secretary, 
and to all information concerning infrastructure or other vulnerabilities of 
the United States to terrorism, whether or not such information has been 
analyzed, that may be collected, possessed or prepared by any agency of 
the Federal government.  Other information, the Secretary shall also have 
access to other information relating to matters under the responsibility of 
the Secretary that may be collected, possessed or prepared by an agency of 
the Federal Government as the President may further provide. (Cornell 
Law Pub. L. 107-296, Nov. 25, 2002, 116 Stat. 2238). 
 
The Safety Act provides the necessary infrastructure for private industry and the U.S. 
government to mitigate litigation and provide immunity for private companies 
providing detailed information regarding privacy issues that may arise.  This particular 
section of the Homeland Security Act 2002 can influence the modernization of 
information technology that has experienced exponential growth with the development 
of social media. 
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Military Commissions Act 2006 
 The military Commissions Act of 2006 was created out of the need for the U.S. 
government to justify the detention and tribunal of foreign designated enemy combatants 
that will not have access to Habeas Corpus or use of Geneva conventions: 
The authority to establish military commissions under chapter 47a of title 
10, United States Code, as added by section 3(a), may not be construed to 
alter or limit the authority of the President under the Constitution of the 
United States and laws of United States to establish military commissions 
for areas declared to be under martial law or occupied territories should 
circumstances so require. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 109-366, Oct. 17, 2006, 120 
Stat.2600). 
 
The Military Commissions Act gives the president the ultimate authority to judge and 
process individuals without having to give civilians access to the U.S. judicial system.   
This precedence could in fact turn a U.S. citizen into a foreign alien.   
Habeas corpus isn't a fancy legal term. It's the freedom from being thrown 
in prison illegally, with no help and no end in sight. No president should 
ever be given the power to call someone an enemy, wave his hand, and lock 
them away indefinitely. The Founders made the president subject to the 
rule of law. They rejected dungeons and chose due process. (ACLU 2013). 
 
This new law gives the president the ability to just label anyone a terrorist or groups a 
terrorist organization and bypass the judicial system, which inherently goes against the 
fundamental rights of the U.S. sovereign. However, this demonstrates a progression of 
U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  
Animal Enterprise Terrorism Act of 2006 
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 The Animal Enterprise Terrorist Act (AETA) of 2006 is an expansion of the 1992 
Animal Enterprise Protection Act, except it allows a more vigorous approach to going 
after animal rights and environmental activists who may not be involved in the 
ecoterrorism network.  The AETA of 2006 defines Terrorism as:  
(A) intentionally damages or causes the loss of any real or personal 
property (including animals or records) used by an animal enterprise, or 
any real or personal property of a person or entity having a connection to, 
relationship with, or transactions with an animal enterprise; 
(B) intentionally places a person in reasonable fear of the death of, or serious 
bodily injury to that person, a member of the immediate family (as defined 
in section 115) of that person, or a spouse or intimate partner of that person 
by a course of conduct involving threats, acts of vandalism, property 
damage, criminal trespass, harassment, or intimidation. (Cornell Law Pub. 
L. 109-374, Nov. 27, 2006, 120 Stat.2652). 
 
  When analyzing the language between AEPA and AETA, there is not a key distinction 
of traditional protesting practices as observed before.  This language has been taken out 
and severe penalties for eco-tage have been put in.  The expansion of AETA from AEPA 
falls categorically in line with Drucker’s dogmatic sin (Drucker 1980, 104).  This 
overarching language in AETA lays the ground work for judicial misconduct on the part 
of law enforcement against environmentalists. The following statement demonstrates the 
legal maneuvering and legal framework the FBI used in prosecuting an environmental 
activist: “A FBI memo in 2006 shows that the FBI opened an inquiry into a meeting of 
environmental activists because the activists were planning on training participants in 
nonviolent methods of forest defense, security culture, street theater and banner 
making.”(R.K. Smith 2008, 575).  This example is one of many in which the encroachment 
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of civil liberties moves forward based on principles of national security.  This is what 
constitutes the fog of civil protest and ecological protest by individuals and groups.   The 
Civil Liberties Defense Center expands on the ambiguous definitions of what constitutes 
terrorism in the following assertion: 
The vague language also gives unbridled discretion to the police and other 
government agents to decide whether an individual’s actions or statements 
of political dissent are acts of AETA “terrorism.” By giving complete 
discretion to police and other government agents to decide whose protest 
is terrorism and whose protest is not terrorism, the law encourages – and 
even requires – arbitrary and subjective enforcement based on the personal 
predilections of the individual police officer and prosecuting attorney. 
Moreover, the law’s broad language reaches into the realm of protected 
First Amendment activities because it metes out long prison terms for acts 
that are constitutionally protected.  (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014). 
 This claim supports the analysis presented throughout this study that an alternative 
reasoning is behind the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  This does 
not to give the ELF and ALF a free pass on previous behaviors and events; in fact, it is to 
demonstrate the complex issues that are relevant when law enforcement goes after 
ecoterrorists or environmental activist groups.   
 The definition of terrorism, likewise the application of public policies towards 
terrorism, creates this issue of preventing citizens from exercising their civil rights.  This 
analysis on the ambiguous definition of what constitutes terrorism falls in line with the 
competition between the environmental groups and private industry.  This creates an 
evolutionary approach towards research when analyzing the agencies and departments 
collectively their definitions of terrorism and the activist paradigm.  These two entities 
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are at odds and competing within civil society over progression led by the environmental 
movement vs. stagnation created by private industry in the name of profits by groups 
behind the scenes. (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014). 
Evolution of Research 
The evolution of this research rests solely on the application of two explicit items. 
The ambiguous definition of terrorism and the application of laws towards terrorism 
have created an anomaly.  This chapter sought to bridge the literature and demonstrate 
how the ambiguous definition of terrorism and the application thereof can cause 
repression against civil activists in the U.S.  The civil activists are mainly environmental 
groups who choose the traditional forms of protest such as letter writing, sit-ins, human 
chains, etc.   
What was lacking in previous studies was an analysis of the empirical 
relationships that may exist between eco-terrorist attacks and its influence on the creation 
and adoption of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  What this literature has 
demonstrated is that there are things behind the scenes that may be causing the 
oppression these environmental groups experience.  While other literature examines 
these relationships from a narrative or biographical perspective, they fall short in 
analyzing relationships that exist from an empirical level with data analysis on trends 
and relationships through hypothesis testing.  
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The alternative methods of protesting have mainly been used in forms of sabotage 
that are greatly scrutinized and prosecuted as acts of terror.  This progression was not 
something unique to the policy establishment, as other forces were behind the scenes (for 
example, the American Legislative Exchange Council) lobbying for these new punitive 
measures to be instituted. (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014).  This progression in 
language found in U.S. public policy has led to what many call the “Green Scare” (Civil 
Liberties Defense Center 2014).   This re-iterates Ducker’s (1980) dogmatic sin on how 
public policy is overarching and the ambiguity in defining terrorism that could cause 
repression for the environmentalist. The ambiguity represents much of what McNamara 
termed the fog of war; in essence this fog of terrorism has caused environmental groups 
to become oppressed. 
Conclusion 
When reflecting upon the literature that substantively examined definitions of 
terrorism, public policy and the prosecutions of environmental groups, what I have 
recognized is the need to further analyze the relationships between the progression of 
U.S. public policy towards terrorism and ALF/ELF attacks. Do these attacks change 
public policy?  Do they cause them to be more punitive? In selecting an appropriate 
methodology to research this issue further, I have found studies in quantitative and 
qualitative traditions. 
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However, there is not a study done looking at the empirical relationships that may 
be present between ALF’s and ELF’s attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism. I will be accomplishing this through the use of an exploratory analysis 
model that encompasses trend analysis and hypothesis testing on eco-terrorist attacks by 
the Animal Liberation Front and Earth Liberation Front and U.S. public policy 
progression, to determine whether these two entities are causal or statistically significant.  
I will also create a case study analysis on ALF/ELF to demonstrate the complexities 
involved in each organization. This study will also examine whether the wealth of a state 
has a correlation to the number of attacks such a state receives.   
The end result of this research will include a descriptive understanding of how 
ambiguously terrorism has been defined by U.S. public policy over the years and the 
radical transformation of Della Porta’s (2009) social structures as the environmental 
movement gives birth to ALF/ELF.  I will also demonstrate that wealth per capita income 
may play a factor in determining where attacks will occur, as this could be described as 
an evolutionary competition between the environmental progression movement and 
capitalism or a byproduct of Wendt’s social construction. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 
Introduction 
 
 In this chapter, I will demonstrate the research design used in developing this 
study.  The research design for this dissertation was completed in four phases and the 
data interpretation used is two statistical approaches: Trend Analysis and Chi-square 
(x)^2 Goodness of Fit test.  The design itself will be a mixed methods approach that will 
capture the strengths of qualitative and quantitative traditions and combine the two.  This 
will create two specific entities: the breadth of research inquiry to understanding 
ALF/ELF from a case study perspective and analyzing the empirical data from statistical 
analysis. 
Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 
This dissertation seeks to analyze the relationships between the domestic eco-
terrorist organizations E.L.F. and A.L.F. and the progression of U.S. public policy that 
affects civil society through the scope of anti-terrorism legislation. Are these relationships 
statistically significant?  When there is an abundance of ELF and ALF attacks, does this 
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nudge U.S. public policy towards heftier penalties against these groups?  Why are policies 
adopted?  How are these attacks localized?  Is there a trend between attacks and major 
public policy initiatives towards terrorism? Does per capita income play a factor in 
determining location of attacks?  These questions are relevant to expanding my inquiry 
into terrorist attacks and government responses.   
Research Question# 1 and Null Hypothesis #1 
R1: Is there an association between the number of Eco-terrorist attacks by the 
Earth Liberation Front and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism?  
 
H1: The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are causally 
related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
 My first hypothesis explores the empirical relationships between the number of 
terrorist attacks by the ALF and their direct relationship to the progression of U.S. public 
policies toward terrorism from 1990-2010. The basis for this research is to build a model 
for understanding the statistical significance between terrorist attacks and government 
responses.   
My research into this phenomenon is twofold: First, I will to analyze whether the 
independent variable of ALF attacks from 1990-2010 is statistically significant on the 
development of terrorism policies, e.g.:  the Animal Enterprise Act 1992, Patriot Act, 
Animal Enterprise Terrorism Act 2006, etc. The trend analysis allows me to interpret each 
variable’s movement over time and analyze the theoretical principles of Della Porta’s 
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(2012) radical transformation, and the hypothesis testing will give me statistical 
significance levels.  This will give me an understanding of the time series of events 
between ALF attacks and U.S. public policies.  This trend estimation will allow me to 
analyze the direct correlating relationships between ALF attacks and U.S. public policies.  
Have attacks increased or decreased throughout the past 20 years within the U.S.?  Can a 
decrease be attributed to the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism?  The 
hypothesis testing will determine whether or not these two groups are statistically 
significant. My goal is to determine whether there are any correlating relationships 
between these two variables or if they are mutually exclusive through hypothesis testing 
and how this supports theoretical principles of Della Porta’s radicalization in social 
structures and Marxism. 
Research Question and Null Hypothesis#2 
R2: Is there an association between the numbers of Eco-terrorist attacks by the 
Animal Liberation Front and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism?  
 
H2: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are causally related 
and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
My second hypothesis explores the empirical relationships between the number 
of terrorist attacks by the ELF and their direct relationship to the development of U.S. 
domestic terrorism policies from 1990-2010. The basis for this research is to build a model 
for understanding the statistical significance between terrorist attacks and the 
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progression of U.S. public policy.  My goal in researching this phenomenon is to analyze 
whether the independent variable of ELF attacks from 1990-2010 has a direct connection 
to the development of terrorism policies such as the Animal Enterprise Act, Patriot Act, 
Animal Enterprise Terrorist Act 2006, etc. The trend analysis allows me to interpret each 
variable’s movement over time and analyze the theoretical principles of Della Porta’s 
radical transformation, and the hypothesis testing will give me statistical significance 
levels.  This would give much needed insight to analyzing the development of the 
definition of an eco-terrorist.   
As mentioned above, through this analysis I have constructed two statistical 
models that will assist in analyzing any direct connections or relationships between ELF 
attacks and U.S. public policies and also test these hypothesis to determine statistical 
significance in relationships between these two entities.  My dependent variable will be 
U.S. public policies and my independent variable will be ELF attacks.  My goal is to 
determine whether there are any correlating relationships between these two variables, 
or if they are mutually exclusive through hypothesis testing and how this supports 
theoretical principles of Della Porta’s radicalization in social structures and Marxism. 
Research Question and Null Hypothesis#3 
R3: Is there an association regarding the economic status of victim states and 
the frequency of attacks by ELF/ALF? 
 
H3: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal 
Liberation Front are causally related and statistically significant to the 
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progression of U.S. public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that 
are poor. 
 
My third hypothesis is to determine whether there is a statistical significant 
relationship between eco-terrorist attacks and the economic status of the victim states.  
This hypothesis serves as a control group for this study to determine the significance of 
the economic status of states as a phenomenon regarding eco-terrorism studies.  This 
trend will also determine how much credibility Wendt’s (1999) theory on agency 
structure will have.  My independent variables will be states and my dependent variables 
will be attacks by ALF/ELF.  My goal is to determine whether there are any correlating 
relationships between these two variables, or if they are mutually exclusive through 
hypothesis testing and how this supports theoretical principles of social structures and 
Wendt’s social construction.  Are wealthier states more likely to receive attacks because 
they are wealthy, or is it because they are educated and have mainstream support within 
the environmental community? Does this represent a competition between private 
industry and the environmentalist movements? I constructed a research design that will 
either support or reject the null hypothesis, while strengthening the observational inquiry 
into why these groups attack over time and why policy changes over time.  This model 
is unique, as it allows aspects of both qualitative interpretation and quantitative 
reasoning to occur simultaneously. 
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Mixed Methods 
 The mixed methods approach embraces aspects of qualitative and quantitative 
traditions.  The quantitative methods used will be Trend Analysis and Chi-square (x)^2 
Goodness of Fit test.  The qualitative approach will be the use of a case study analysis.  
Qualitative research methodology seeks to understand phenomena from the medium of 
the person conducting the research.  John Creswell, (2007) in his work Qualitative Inquiry 
& Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches, expands upon the traditions of 
qualitative research.  Creswell postulates, “The research design process in qualitative 
research begins with the philosophical assumptions that the inquirers make in deciding 
to undertake a qualitative study.”(Creswell 2007, 15).  This statement best describes the 
reasoning behind selecting mixed methods for understanding the social phenomenon of 
eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  I 
wanted to conduct a study where I create a model that can be replicated, and a case study 
will allow for social inquiry into the complex world of radical environmentalism.  
Qualitative tradition is important and is a viable way of understanding social 
phenomenon through its multilayered traditions.  In the fields of conflict studies and 
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ecoterrorism, I have found that my personal preference is to apply a mixed methods 
tradition, as this has been a driving factor in my research studies at the undergraduate 
and graduate levels. 
The current literature in ecoterrorism is heavy in qualitative methodology, yet 
lacks the important link that only empirical data could bridge between social inquiry and 
understanding of phenomena.  My own intuition is that while qualitative methodology 
builds upon society’s social understandings, there are gaps that only quantitative 
methodology could fill, thus creating a research design that embraces both tradition’s 
strengths is appropriate in understanding the relationships that may exist between 
ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  The current gap in the literature of conflict studies and eco-terrorism is, 
understanding the relationships that may exist between ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks 
and the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  The quantitative analysis in 
examining relationships is direct and can be measured through the use of descriptive 
statistical models. This will enhance the breadth of research understanding of the 
relationships that may or may not exist between terrorist attacks and government 
responses.  With the use of hypothesis testing in conjunction with the longitudinal study 
and a case study, this mixed methods approach will provide my research design with the 
much needed level of inquiry in determining if the relationships between terrorist attacks 
and government responses are statistically significant. In the next section I will 
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demonstrate how I created this design by examining the instruments that I used to create 
the Exploratory Analysis Model and case study. 
Instruments 
The exploratory analysis model consists of two research methods: Trend Analysis 
and Chi^2 hypothesis testing.  These two methods were selected as they were appropriate 
in bridging the radical social structure from Della Porta through a trend analysis from 
the environmentalist perspectives and the statistical significant relationships that may or 
may not be present between the progression of U.S. public policy and ALF/ELF eco-
terrorist attacks. 
The first phase includes the collection of data and constructing data sets for 
analysis of incidences that occurred by each group, date and location. This phase will be 
the ALF/ELF/State terrorist data set.  The Global Terrorism Database (GTD) was 
developed by the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to 
Terrorism (START). (Global Terrorism Database 2013).  START is based at the University 
of Maryland. The GTD is an open source database that includes information on terrorist 
attacks around the world from 1970 to 2011. (Global Terrorism Database 2013).  The GTD 
is comprehensive and covers all acts of terrorism, both foreign and domestic, by country, 
type and date of occurrence. (Global Terrorism Database 2013). The GTD stands out 
above any other database for terrorist attacks because it: 
Contains information on over 104,000 terrorist attacks; It’s currently 
the most comprehensive unclassified data base on terrorist events in 
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the world: Includes information on more than 47,000 bombings, 
14,000 assassinations, and 5,300 kidnappings since 1970; Includes 
information on at least 45 variables for each case, with more recent 
incidents including information on more than 120 variables; 
Supervised by an advisory panel of 12 terrorism research experts: 
Over 3,500,000 news articles and 25,000 news sources were reviewed 
to collect incident data from 1998 to 2011. (Global Terrorism 
Database 2013).   
 
The GTD has been used as a research tool for academia and government.  On its website 
the GTD includes at least 45 different research initiatives that have used its terrorism 
database. (Global Terrorism Database 2013).  Using the characteristics listed on its 
website, the information gathered made the GTD the primary data source used in the 
construction and development of the ELF/ALF/State terrorist database. 
 From the data I obtained in the GTD, I developed three varying databases.  The 
first database encompassed attacks by ALF in the U.S. from 1990-2010. Within the 
database I created columns that demonstrated the date, location by state, perpetrator and 
modus operandi of the perpetrator.  There were instances in which the database created 
ALF with ELF attacks listed; this was noted as a joint venture as it was verified through 
government and academic sources that there were joint operations between the two 
groups.   
My study sample was the Animal Liberation Front.  The reason for choosing ALF 
as a variable was because of the number of attacks that occurred between 1990 and 2010.  
ALF is the most recognized group by both academia and government.  The number of 
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attacks by ALF gave this study the much needed data saturation in order to analyze the 
relationships between public policy and attacks. 
 The second database encompasses attacks by ELF from 1990-2010. While it is noted 
that ELF started its attacks after 1990 (1992), there were no correlative deficiencies to 
report between U.S. public policy and eco-terrorism. As mentioned above, within the 
database I created columns that demonstrate the date, location by state, perpetrator and 
modus operandi of the perpetrator.  While creating the ELF database, I noticed the same 
results as before with the listing of joint operations between ALF and ELF.   
The Earth Liberation Front proved to be the best study sample out of all the other 
eco-terrorist groups.  The reason for choosing ELF as a case is much the same as the reason 
for ALF: its notoriety within academia and government.  ELF attacks also provided data 
saturation for analyzing relationships through hypothesis testing.  The third database 
encompassed attacks from both groups respectively and outlined the location of such 
attacks by states.  This was needed in the construction of an economic comparison model 
between rich states and poor states and eco-terrorism. The GTD dataset alone 
encompassed too many extra variables that could have hindered the process of 
developing the state analysis, so construction of the database required, going through 
excel cells one by one to ensure there was no overlap between attacks by other eco-
terrorist organizations.   
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The economic status of states was chosen as the control group within this study.  
In analyzing the relationships between U.S. public policy and attacks from ELF and ALF, 
it was important to analyze per capita incomes by states as a way to understand whether 
or not economics plays a factor in eco-terrorist attacks. In fact, the analysis of wealthy 
versus poor states and ELF/ALF attacks model may ultimately invigorate future studies 
in qualitative traditions to analyze the monetary relationships in eco-terrorism.  This was 
also created to demonstrate if Marxian theory on competition exists within the social 
dynamics of civil society with rich states and poor states.  
The second phase includes the selection of graphic organizers, histograms and 
scattergrams in Excel.  A histogram is defined as, “A graphic display device for interval-
ratio variables.  Class intervals are represented by contiguous areas of equal width (equal 
to the class limits), the height of each corresponding to the number or percentage of cases 
in the interval.”(Healey 2009, 500).     
The third phase will be to create a trend analysis to observe the action/reaction 
principles between the two variables measured between ELF and ALF attacks and U.S. 
public policy. I will also analyze my sample data.  I created a histogram through Excel to 
demonstrate the intervals between the ratio of ALF attacks and the correlating 
relationship with U.S. public policy.  I expect that the graph will demonstrate that the 
relationship between U.S. public policy and ALF attacks is directly linked.  The 
dependent variable for this subgroup is U.S. public policy and my independent variable 
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is the number of ALF attacks.  I created a histogram analysis chart regarding Earth 
Liberation Front activity and I presume the graph will demonstrate that the relationships 
between U.S. public policy and ELF attacks are directly linked.  The dependent variable 
for this group is U.S. public policy and my independent variable is the number of ELF 
attacks.  I am seeking to demonstrate whether these two entities are linked through 
correlative behavior or if they are mutually exclusive.   
 The histogram will demonstrate the interval ratio levels between attacks and 
responses, to demonstrate any relationships that may exist between dates of attacks and 
creation of U.S. public policies toward terrorism. This will allow me to measure degrees 
of freedom, examine the frequency counts and test the statistic. (Healey 2009, 500).       
I also constructed a plot diagram to demonstrate the financial equities between 
wealthy/poor states that receive the most attacks vs. wealthy/poor states that receive 
fewer attacks.  I did this to interpret my expected outcomes and to the actual frequency 
distribution to determine if such relationships between terrorist attacks and government 
responses are statistically significant.  I created a scattergram between the regression line 
and the point.   I created a histogram through Excel to demonstrate the intervals between 
the ratio of ALF/ELF attacks and the economic status of states where these attacks 
occurred.  I expect that the graph will reveal the relationships between economic status 
of states and ALF/ELF attacks.  The dependent variable will be states; the independent 
variable will be the number of attacks by ELF/ALF.  I used a histogram for this analysis 
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based on the frequency of data between states and attacks. I created a scattergram 
between the regression line and the point.  This will give me an understanding of the time 
series of events between ELF attacks and U.S. public policies. 
The case study that I will be using will be based on the comparative case study 
style of “similar but different” (George and Bennett 2004, 82).  The similar but different 
case study is best explained by George and Bennett is the following statement:  
Two cases are similar in outcome but differ in all but one variable and the 
inference might be made that this variable contributes to the invariant 
outcome.  For example, if teenagers are difficult in both postindustrial 
societies and tribal societies, we might infer that their developmental stage, 
and not their societies or their parent’s child rearing techniques, account for 
their difficult natures. (82).   
 
The type of comparative case study that will applied to this research design will 
be the “building block and most similar design” (George and Bennett 2004, 76). George 
and Bennett expands on what constitutes a building block case study: “These studies can 
be component parts of larger contingent generalizations and typological theories.” 
(George and Bennett 2004, 76).  The building block case study approach will allow me to 
demonstrate the theoretical principles of Della Porta’s radicalization theory of social 
groups and Alexander Wendt’s theory on social construction between the 
environmentalists and U.S. public policy.   
Sampling and Computing 
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 Sampling and computing were relevant to developing the Chi^2 hypothesis 
testing.  Healy (2009) expands on the sampling distribution and establishing critical 
regions in the following explanation:  
In goodness of fit test, degrees of freedom are equal to the number of 
categories minus. 1, or df =k-1.  In the problem under consideration, there 
are 12 months or categories and therefore, 11 degrees of freedom. Sampling 
distribution=x^2 distribution Alpha=.05 Degrees of freedom=k-1 =12-1=11 
X^2 (obtained)=125.02 (270).     
 
Healey’s examples within the context of this observation are categorizing relationships 
between marital status and academic progress. (Healey 2009, 270). I replaced the 
categories for the sample: U.S. public policy, ELF/ALF attacks from 1990-2010.  Healey 
uses GPA as a measure from good, average, or poor for students. (Healey 2009, 270).   The 
GPA category is replaced with average attacks: High/Average/Poor and categorized with 
ELF/ALF and State per capita income. 
Interpretation of Results 
Healey used the following theorem to compute the test statistic: 
 
X^2 (obtained)=10.78 
X^2(critical)=3.841 
Healey’s interpretation of the result is that:  
The test statistic, x^2(obtained)= 2.79, does not fall into the critical region, which 
for alpha=0.05, df=2, begins at x^2 (critical) of 5.991.  Therefore we fail to reject the 
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null hypothesis.  The observed frequencies are not significantly different from the 
frequencies we would expect to find if variables were independent and only 
random chances were operating (Healey 2009, 271).  
 
 
 
Reliability and Validity 
When analyzing the research design and developing the hypotheses used for 
testing, one has to bring up any type of validity issues that may arise.  Two specific issues 
come to mind when constructing the data sets used for measurement.  First, is the data 
real?  What is the source of the data? Is there enough data saturation? Second, like any 
other test, chi square is limited in that it could cause potential issues regarding data 
interpretation. (Healey 2009, 274).  Data saturation issues for this study conducting the 
Chi^2 goodness of fit test are not present.  Also, categorical errors will not be present due 
to the small number of categories analyzed. The source of the data is valid and has been 
proven valid by cross triangulating ELF/ALF attacks as a phenomenon through the use 
of sources that are in academia and government.  Therein lies enough data saturation to 
conduct the study.  From the time period selected, 1990 until 2010, there have been over 
150 attacks from ALF/ELF.  The literature presented in Ch.2 provides much needed 
breadth of research to demonstrate eco-terrorism, environmental activism and the 
progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism. In the following section I analyze 
each of the hypotheses created for this research design. 
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Descriptive Statistics 
 Descriptive statistics is defined as: “The branch of statistics concerned with (1) 
summarizing the distribution of a single variable or measuring the relationship between 
two or more variables.” (Healey 2009, 500). The two variables that I would like to measure 
are that of ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism. 
Independent/Dependent/Control Variables 
 The variables I chose for this dissertation are attacks by ALF and ELF and 
government responses.  The dependent variable of this study is the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism and the independent variables are attacks by ALF and 
ELF from 1990-2010.  My control group for analysis on ecoterrorism as a phenomenon 
was the economic status of states and the plots of attacks.  This was done to demonstrate 
whether there is an economic variable involved between states that receive the most 
attacks vs. states that do not. 
Exploratory Analysis Model 
 The Exploratory Analysis Model is a descriptive statistical analysis that was 
chosen for this study in analyzing empirical data to describe social phenomenon.  This 
branch of statistics was chosen based on its ability to “measure the relationship between 
two variables.” (Healey 2009, 500).  This tradition has produced evidentiary supplements 
that have built upon previous literature in the fields of conflict studies and eco-terrorism.  
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A trend analysis will build future literature in understanding social resistance; also, a 
Chi-square (x)^2 Goodness of Fit test will determine statistical significance between 
attacks from ALF/ELF and U.S. Public Policy.  
 
Trend Analysis 
 
 A trend analysis is the quantitative theorem selected for this study.  Due to 
the socio-political dynamics of ALF/ELF attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy, 
the trend analysis or time series analysis is an appropriate selection.  The trend analysis 
is a byproduct of longitudinal studies.  A longitudinal study is defined as: “An analysis 
of change over time, focused on one or more variables or cases.”(Brady and Collier 2010, 
336).  Longitudinal studies are designed specifically to capture observations of 
phenomenon occurring over an extended period.   
According to Earl Babbie, (2007) longitudinal studies are “often the best way to 
study change over a period of time.”(102). The time frame for this particular study is from 
1990-2010.  There are many advantages to using a longitudinal study when analyzing the 
ALF and ELF and U.S. Public policy.  Longitudinal research can help identify gaps in 
research based simply on analyzing the processes of entities. (Miller and Friensen 1982, 
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1014).  Longitudinal studies can demonstrate distinctions between organizational groups 
that can eventually lead to a more elaborate interpretation of the relationships of different 
variables in different contexts. (Miller and Friensen 1982, 1014). Longitudinal studies can 
build inquiry into logical constructs that will allow for models to definitively provide 
insights to casual relationships. (Miller and Friensen 1982, 1014).  Longitudinal studies 
could best be summarized by the following passage:  
To summarize longitudinal research seems to enable us to obtain a sounder 
understanding of organizations.  It puts us in a better position to establish 
casual relationships, to take into account the most important variables and 
to ensure that we do not over generalize by lumping very different 
organizations together. (Miller and Friensen 1982, 1014).   
 
When conducting a longitudinal study, a researcher must select one of three 
specific methods: Cohort, Trend and Panel studies (Babbie 2007, 102). The method of 
longitudinal analysis selected for this study was a trend analysis.  A trend analysis was 
developed for ALF attacks and U.S. public policy.  A trend analysis was created to 
demonstrate how attacks have been affected over time through the implementation of 
U.S. public policy.  Are these attacks increasing or decreasing over time?  Is there any 
relationship that may exist between ALF/ELF attacks and U.S. public policy?  The trend 
analysis seeks to answer these underlying questions and build on the social phenomenon 
of terrorist attacks and government responses  
A trend analysis was developed for ELF attacks and U.S. public policy.  This trend 
estimation will allow me to analyze the direct correlating relationships between ELF 
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attacks and U.S. public policies.  The trend analysis will also demonstrate whether the 
increase or decrease of ELF attacks has a correlating effect on the development of 
antiterrorism policies in the U.S.   
A trend analysis was utilized showing ALF/ELF attacks and the states where these 
attacks occurred.  I created a scattergram with a linear regression to demonstrate how 
wealth plays a factor for victim states of ALF/ELF attacks. This will give me an 
understanding of the time series of events between ALF/ELF attacks and how the 
economic status of states is affected by such attacks.  
My underlying observation before testing my hypothesis is that there is a 
correlative relationship between rich states and poor states when it comes to attacks from 
ELF/ALF.  However, the Trend Analysis should not be the only instrument for analysis 
of measurement for this study, thus I decided to test the null hypothesis with the Chi-
square (x)^2 Goodness of Fit test.   
Chi-square (x)^2”Goodness of Fit” Hypothesis Testing 
 
Chi-square (x)^2 testing is a quantitative methodology that tests the null 
hypothesis to determine whether there is a relationship between theoretical and 
experimental data.  Chi-square (x)^2 testing will allow the researcher to determine the 
outcome of relationships through the use of statistical analysis.  The relationships 
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between two variables are outlined by the end result of a frequency distribution to 
determine whether or not relationships exist.  This is supported by the following 
assertion: “Scientist will often use the Chi-square (x)^2 test to determine the goodness of 
fit between theoretical and experimental data.”(Hinkle et al. 2014).  The Chi^2 Goodness 
of Fit is an analysis of how well the observed frequencies of categorical data correlate to 
alternative frequencies that would be expected under the null hypothesis and will 
determine the probability of relationships. (Stark 2014).  This is expanded upon in the 
following explanation:  
Even though chi square is very flexible and handles many different types 
of variables, it becomes difficult to interpret when the variables have many 
categories.  For example, two variables with five categories each would 
generate a 5 x 5 table with 25 cells far too many combinations of scores to 
be easily understood. (Stark 2014).   
 
This anomaly would not occur for this study, as the categories within the 
relationships are evenly distributed and there are no more than 3 categories under 
review. 
 When conducting a goodness of fit test, I must first create a null and alternative 
hypothesis.  The reasoning behind the creation of both hypotheses is that it will allow me 
to determine which hypotheses demonstrate significance and which ones are mutually 
exclusive. (Stattrek 2014).  My null hypotheses that I will be using to determine statistical 
significance is as follows: 
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H1: The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are causally related 
and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
H2: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are causally related and 
statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism 
from 1990-2010. 
 
 
H3: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal Liberation 
Front are causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that are poor. 
 
The hypotheses used will determine whether or not the relationships between ELF/ALF 
attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy are statistically significant.  I will also 
examine if per capita income is statistically significant with ELF/ALF attacks. According 
to Healey (2009), “If we reject the null hypothesis, we are concluding, with a known 
probability of error (determined by the alpha level), that the variables are dependent on 
each other in the population.” (269). This significance level will allow us to observe 
whether the progression of U.S. public policy is affected by ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks.  
Does a rejection conclude that eco-terrorist attacks do not drive U.S. public policy on 
terrorism?  If so, what is driving it? These are specific questions that could be legitimately 
researched when analyzing such relationships through hypothesis testing. 
 The null hypotheses are the direct opposite of the hypotheses in stating 
categorically that these two specific entities are mutually exclusive. The alternative 
hypotheses included in this study are as follows: 
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Hoi: The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are not 
causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
Hoii: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are not causally 
related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
Hoiii: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal Liberation 
Front are not causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that are poor. 
 
The null hypotheses are a byproduct of the Chi-square (x)^2 Goodness of Fit statistical 
model in which they represent the direct opposite of the hypotheses in giving a potential 
outlook into significance. (Healey 2009, 269).  “Typically, the null hypothesis specifies the 
proportion of observations at each level of the categorical variable.  The alternative 
hypothesis is that at least one of the specified proportions is not true.” (Healey 2009, 269).      
Interpretation of Results 
 Healey used the following theorem to compute the test statistic: 
 
X^2 (obtained)=10.78 
X^2(critical)=3.841 
Healey’s interpretation is that  
The test statistic, x^2(obtained)= 2.79, does not fall into the critical region, which 
for alpha=0.05, df=2, begins at x^2 (critical) of 5.991.  Therefore we fail to reject the 
null hypothesis.  The observed frequencies are not significantly different from the 
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frequencies we would expect to find if variables were independent and only 
random chances were operating. (Healey 2009, 271).   
 
 
 
 
Case Study 
 
In this section I will explain the research design used in developing the case study 
that will be presented in Ch.5.  The research design for this chapter was completed in four 
phases.   The first phase was to analyze ALF/ELF through a mixed methods approach 
that will capture the strengths from qualitative and quantitative traditions and combine 
the two.  This will create two specific entities, the breadth of research inquiry to 
understanding ALF/ELF from a case study perspective and analyzing the group’s 
behaviors.  The second phase is to research the reactions by the U.S. government and its 
implementation of public policies that have caused oppression towards 
environmentalists.  The third phase will be to compare and contrast the relationships 
between these entities as to how they are similar yet different via the actions of the U.S. 
government in its implementation of policy.  The fourth phase will be to expand upon 
the elements present in analyzing behaviors by ALF/ELF and apply theoretical principles 
of Della Porta’s (2009) radicalization of social structures and Wendt’s (1999) agency-
structure phenomenon to this case study. 
When creating the design for this case study I used George and Bennett’s (2004) 
five principles in creating a comparative case study that examines phenomenon that are 
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similar but different.  George and Bennett’s first principle is “What is the phenomenon or 
type of behavior being singled out for examination?”(George and Bennett 2004, 77).  In 
applying this principle to my research design, I would contend that the singled out 
behavior is the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  As attacks have 
progressed over the years so have the changes, as demonstrated in the application of the 
ambiguous definition of terrorism towards implementation of U.S. public policies on 
terrorism. 
 George and Bennett’s second principle is “Is the goal to explain an observable 
variation in the dependent variable?” (George and Bennett 2004, 77).  The goal of this 
study is to measure how attacks from ALF/ELF have had an effect on the progression of 
U.S. public policy regarding terrorism.  Are these entities related by a cause and effect 
relationship at the empirical and observational level? 
 George and Bennett’s third principle is “What theoretical framework will be 
employed? Is there an existing theory or rival candidate theories that bear on those 
aspects of phenomenon or behavior that are to be explained?” (George and Bennett 2004, 
77).  The theoretical frameworks to explain the behavior of the ALF and ELF is based off 
of Donatella Della Porta’s Radicalization of Social movement’s theory.  The theoretical 
framework in describing the progression of U.S. public policy will be based off of 
Alexander Wendt’s social construction on state behavior.  
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 George and Bennett’s fourth principle is “What aspects of the existing theory will 
be singled out?” (George and Bennett 2004, 77).   The existing theories that will be singled 
out will be how the environmental groups become radicalized using Della Porta’s 
radicalization of social movement’s theory and the analysis of the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism through the lens of Alexander Wendt’s social 
constructivism. 
 George and Bennett’s fifth principle is “ If the research objective is to assess the 
causal effects or predictions of a particular theory (or independent variable), is that theory 
sufficiently specified and operationalized to enable it to make specific predictions?” 
(George and Bennett 2004, 77).  The independent variables are ALF/ELF attacks and they 
will be used to measure how they affect the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  These two entities, along with the dependent variable of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism, are “building blocks” (George and Bennett 2004, 78) into 
understanding how the ambiguity of the definition of terrorism and public policy are 
social constructed. 
 George and Bennett (2004) expands on how the “building block” case study is 
relevant to analyzing sub-groups and their interactions through case study research in 
the following statement:  
This approach to theory development is a “building block” procedure.  
Each block- a study of each subtype fills a space in the overall theory or in 
a typological theory.  In addition, the component provided by each building 
block is itself a contribution to theory; though its scope is limited, it 
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addresses the important problem or puzzle associated with the type of 
intervention that led to the selection and formulation of the research 
objective.  (78). 
 
George and Bennett also expands on the need to not have general presuppositions 
to theory when using building block process in the following assertion: “In other 
words, the building block developed for a subtype is self-sufficient; its validity 
and usefulness do not depend upon the existence of other studies of different 
subclasses of that general phenomenon.” (George and Bennett 2004, 78).  The 
subtype for analysis will be ALF/ELF attacks as the independent variables and the 
dependent variable will be the progression of U.S. public policy. 
The case study will be used to analyze the theoretical principles and organizational 
structure and history of the environmental groups ALF/ELF.  These two groups were 
selected due to the notoriety of their attacks and the number of attacks themselves.  
ALF/ELF are byproducts of an overall greater social environmental movement.   The case 
study will give this dissertation the descriptive edge in understanding the socio-political 
dynamics of the environmental social movement and its radicalization of eco-terrorists.   
Are acts of eco-tage or sabotage considered an act of terrorism?  How does the 
implementation of public policy affect these groups collectively?  How does the 
implementation of terrorism legislation affect the relationships between social groups 
and the government from the perspective of Agency-Structure?  These are the many 
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questions that I will seek to answer in ch.5 with the case study analysis on ALF/ELF and 
U.S. government responses. 
 
Theoretical Justification and Summary 
 This study seeks to build upon the literature in conflict analysis studies by 
examining the theoretical underpinnings of the environmental activist movement 
coupled with a mixed methods approach to research in order to expand upon the 
terrorism phenomenon.  This study seeks to create an alternative perspective towards 
analyzing and understanding relationships that may or may not exist between the 
progression of U.S. public policy and ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks.  The end result will 
be a definitive broadening of the respected field of conflict analysis by building on Della 
Porta’s radical social structures and Wendt’s principles of social construction within the 
confines of public policy.   
 In this chapter, I documented my data collection process and analyzed the 
methodology by which I collected and constructed my databases. I identified my 
hypothesis and the research goal behind each hypothesis. I demonstrated which variables 
are dependent and independent for each hypothesis. I also illustrated the comparative 
case study analysis that will be conducted.   
I also explained how these hypotheses will be measured through histograms and 
trend analysis.  I described how to determine the significance of the relationships of each 
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variable and its effect on the other.  In the next chapter, I will analyze the findings from 
the models developed in this section and explain the significance of those findings and 
how they relate to the social phenomenon of relationships between ALF/ELF attacks and 
the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  
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Chapter 4 
Data Analysis and Presentation 
 
Introduction 
 
 In chapter 2 I explained the lack of empirical research into the relationships 
between ELF/ALF eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  In chapter 3 I developed a research design that embraces both a quantitative 
and qualitative tradition.  The main purpose of this chapter is to analyze the empirical 
relationships between eco-terrorist attacks and government responses, and how this 
relationship builds on theoretical traditions of Della Porta’s radical social structure 
transformation and Wendt’s social constructivism.   
In this chapter, attacks are analyzed within their respective relationships to the 
month and year in which they occurred and the frequency of attacks.  The public policies 
created by the U.S. are also related by the year they were created and implemented.  A 
trend analysis and hypothesis testing  was created to demonstrate the attacks from ALF 
and ELF in a time series sequence and test the hypothesis towards understanding the 
relationships between terrorist attacks and government responses, to determine 
statistical significance between each of these independent and dependent variables.  
 This chapter contains two sections for analysis. The first includes the 
dependent/independent variables, which are: U.S. public policy, ELF, ALF, wealthy 
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states and poor states and per capita income.  The second section includes the descriptive 
statistics from which the testing of Hypotheses 1, 2, 3 are conducted through the Chi-
square (x)^2 Goodness of Fit test. These two models were selected to simulate a bivariate 
analysis in determining if any empirical relationships are present between attacks and 
responses. 
Independent/Dependent/Control Variables 
  
Figure 1- Dependent Variables y 
    
Economic Status States y 
Animal Enterprise Act 2006 y 
Patriot Act 2001 
Animal Enterprise Prot Act 1992 
Y 
Y 
 
Figure 2-Independent Variables X 
    
ALF attacks X 
ELF attacks X 
 
 
 The dependent variable is defined as “A variable that is identified as an effect, 
result, or outcome variable.  The dependent variable is thought to be caused by the 
independent variable.”(Healey 2009, 500).  The dependent variables are public policies 
that were created as a byproduct of attacks from ELF/ALF, and the policies selected are: 
Animal Enterprise Act, Patriot Act, and Animal Enterprise Terrorist Act 2006.
  These dependent variables are used to measure the incidents and determine the 
significance between attacks by ALF/ELF in relation to the implementation and 
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development of the public policy towards terrorism. While the Animal Enterprise Act of 
1992 represents the first initial move toward curbing eco-terrorism, observation of eco-
terrorism in a post 9/11 world is weighed more heavily in analyzing relationships 
between ALF/ELF attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy. However, its 
progression from 1992-2006 gave public policy broad powers in prosecuting 
environmentalists. 
 The economic status consists of per capita per population.  The reasoning behind 
this was to analyze whether poor states or rich states are contributing factors regarding 
ecoterrorism.  Per capita income will provide much needed analysis to determine 
whether ecoterrorist trends affect only those of a higher socio-economic status or if there 
is no statistical significant relationship between these two entities.  This weighs heavily 
into Marxian theory of competition between the classes. 
 The independent variable is defined as “A variable that is identified casual 
variable.  The Independent variable is thought to cause the dependent variable.” (Healey 
2009, 501).   ALF/ELF attacks were used as independent variables because I wanted to see 
if there was a statistical significant relationship between attacks themselves over time and 
U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  The pending analysis is to demonstrate whether 
these groups are empirically related by action/reaction.  ALF/ELF as sample groups were 
chosen because they provided much needed frequency of attacks and data saturation 
regarding the development of the study.  ALF/ELF represent the figureheads of the 
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ecoterrorist model, based upon their ability and willingness to conduct operations against 
private citizens, businesses and government. 
Analysis of Hypothesis#1 
 
The first hypothesis to test is:  
The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are causally 
related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
In this analysis my motive is to determine whether the frequencies of attacks 
change or create new U.S. public policies toward terrorism.  I created a histogram to help 
analyze the frequency of attacks with regard to the years each attack occurred. 
I input the ALF data set that I created by date.  I counted the number of attacks 
that occurred in each year for which there was data.  I inserted the number of attacks per 
year into a table.  The rows in this table were labeled by year.  This data was amenable to 
a histogram, where each year served as a bin and the number of attacks in each year was 
the count.  I used Excel's chart function to plot the data as a histogram.  
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Frequency Analysis: Animal Liberation Front 
Figure 1 Frequency of  ALF attacks 1990-2010  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 1 demonstrates the frequencies of ALF attacks over time from 1991 until 
2010.  In observing the figure, the height for the frequency of the attacks is between 2001 
and 2003.  This could be contributed to the implementation of the Patriot Act and the 
newly adopted interpretation as to what could constitute a terrorist attack.  The first 
enacted legislation against animal rights terrorism was the Animal Enterprise Protection 
Act of 1992.  Based off of this analysis, it is determined that the act did not have an effect 
in deterring the behaviors of ALF regarding terrorist attacks from 1992-2001.   
ALF Attacks Per year
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As stated in Chapter 2, the purpose of the Animal Enterprise Act was to ensure the 
safety of the businesses and research facilities from acts of terrorism by animal rights 
radicals, yet there is no underlying relationship between the development of the Animal 
enterprise Act and Eco-terrorist attacks by ALF. The aforementioned AEPA also 
distinguishes what constitutes a civil protest and severe economic damage in the 
following section:  
“Economic damages are not: 
“(B): Does not include any lawful economic disruption (including a lawful boycott) that 
results from lawful public, governmental, or business reaction to the disclosure of 
information about an animal enterprise.”(Cornell Law Pub. L. 102-346, Aug. 26, 1992, 106 
Stat. 928). 
  This supports the observation that there has been a progression in U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism.  In order to ensure triangulation of data analysis, I developed 
a trend analysis to analyze attacks prior to the implementation of the Animal Enterprise 
Act of 2006. 
 To perform this analysis on ALF, I returned to the table I created to make the 
histogram showing the number of attacks per year.  I deleted all entries prior to 2006 and 
plotted the resultant data.  Then I used the Excel "add trend line" function to show the 
trend of the data.  It is clear that the Animal Enterprise Terrorism Act of 2006 had no 
effect on the frequency of attacks carried out by ALF. 
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Figure 2 Trend Analysis AETA 2006 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 2 demonstrates much of what figure 1 shows regarding ALF terrorist 
activities and the progression of U.S. public policy.  The previous analysis regarding the 
Animal Enterprise Protection Act of 1992 did not demonstrate any conclusive evidence 
of these two entities being linked.  The trend analysis regarding ALF attacks and AETA 
2006 establishes that the implementation of the AETA 2006 did not have any deterring 
effect on the relationship between attacks or on the decrease of attacks.  The increase in 
the attacks could also be contributed to Operation Backfire, which was the major ELF 
operation that occurred nationwide by the FBI. (Federal Bureau of Investigation 2008). 
This could be interpreted as a reprisal for Operation Backfire; however more analysis is 
needed to draw this conclusion.  It could also be interpreted as the point in which 
ALF Animal Enterprise Terrorism Act of 2006 Analysis 
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organizations become radicalized, which Della Porta postulates as the “collectives whose 
members/participants are little influenced by formal structures or official goals, but share 
an interest in the survival” (Della Porta 2009, 138).  The ALF in the midst of a nationwide 
crackdown while it continues its struggle for environmental justice. 
The reasoning for using the AETA 2006 as a starting point is for two reasons: First, 
I wanted to demonstrate ALF attacks as a phenomenon in figure 8, which shows the pre 
9pre-9/11 era, so that one has an understanding of the historical significance of ALF 
activity.  Second, in a post 9/11 society in the U.S., new legislation, the Patriot Act and 
AETA 2006, were developed specifically because of the threat of terrorism to national 
security.  Yet, the AETA 2006 and Patriot Act 2001 did not have a significant deterrence 
in stopping ALF attacks or, according to figure 4, does not have any underlying 
relationship between them.   
It appears through empirical analysis that these two entities are not related.  The 
end result of this analysis is confidence that ALF attacks do not necessarily equate to the 
progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  This observation calls into question 
the reasoning behind the development of strict legal codes like the American Ecological 
and Terrorist Act of 2008. The null hypothesis on causal relationships stands invalid.  
There may be other underlying issues that are not seen within this trend analysis; perhaps 
hypothesis testing will determine if these relationships are statistically significant. 
Chi-square (x)^2: H1 
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Hypothesis- H1: The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are causally 
related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
Null Hypothesis- Ho: The frequency of attacks by the Animal Liberation Front are not 
causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
Sampling and Test Statistic 
 
The following categories have been established: 
 
(Degrees of Freedom) Df=k-1 
Df=2-1 
Df=1. 
(Sampling distribution)= x^2 distribution Alpha =.05 
X^2 (critical)= .0499 
X^2 (obtained)=.516 
 
Goodness of Fit Test chi^2 = (o-e)^2/e 
P(value) for significance=<0.25 
 
There is one degree of freedom between the two categories of ALF attacks and U.S. Public 
policy.  The critical sampling distribution relates to the significance level on the p-score 
as to whether or not the hypothesis was significant. I counted the number of ALF attacks 
in each year from 1991-2010.  I will use the data sets in figure 13 (see appendices) to 
determine the average number of attacks per year; I counted the number of the laws that 
were on the books in those years. (See appendices).  From 1991-2010, the average number 
of attacks was 3.15.  The exact number was 64 attacks, but I needed to consider that the 
attacks between ELF/ALF and private property/government overlap and both groups get 
blamed for the same crime due to their close relationship in planning and executing 
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attacks, thus my final number of attacks equals 60.  The average number of relevant laws 
on the books was 3.25. I normalized the number of laws by 1.0 so the average number of 
laws and average number of attacks was the same.  If the number of attacks was 
correlated to the number of laws, the slope of the number of attacks would be the slope 
of the laws. The slope of the laws was 0.4234.  The slope of the attacks was -0.044361.  
There is one degree of freedom in this data, so I used the top line of this chart to find the 
p-value.   
Results 
 
 The p-value is much greater than 0.25. (See appendices).  The p-value was above 
.05; the data did not support the hypothesis.  Thus, the hypothesis of a relationship 
between ALF attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy is not statistically 
significant and is therefore rejected.  The trend analysis supports this, so I must reject the 
H1 and accept the null hypothesis that ALF attacks do not affect the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism.  
Analysis of Hypothesis#2 
 
The second hypothesis test was to determine if:  
The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are causally related 
and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism from 1990-2010. 
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 In this analysis, I am looking to observe the frequency of attacks by ELF and the 
implementation of antiterrorism policies within the U.S. The histogram below 
demonstrates the frequency of attacks correlated to the year of each attack. 
Frequency Analysis: Earth Liberation Front 
 
I used Excel's chart function to plot the data as a histogram. I input the ELF data 
set that I created by date.  I counted the number of attacks that occurred in each year for 
which there was data.  I entered ELF attacks to start and   I inserted the number of attacks 
per year into a table.  The rows in this table were labeled by year.  This data was amenable 
to a histogram, where each year served as a bin and the number of attacks in each year 
was the count.   
 I am demonstrating the frequency of attacks as a phenomenon through the time 
period of 1995-2010.  The reasoning behind constructing the chart from 1995 is due to the 
insignificance between the years of 1990-1994 of the number of attacks during this period 
in developing this analysis.  The frequencies of attacks increased post 1995 and provide 
a significant sample towards understanding the phenomenon of such attacks. 
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Figure 3 Frequency of ELF attacks 1990-2010 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3 demonstrates the attacks by ELF beginning in 1995 and ending in 2008.  In 
observing the frequency distribution, the attacks by ELF reached its peak in 2002.  This 
peak is both post 1992 and 2001 timeframes, which would include the adoption and 
implementation of AETA 1992 and Patriot Act 2001.  The average attacks between 2002 
and 2004 stand as 12 attacks.  This figure also demonstrates that the height of its attacks 
in 2002 marked the beginning of the decline of attacks by ELF.  This could be contributed 
to what was found in the ALF analysis: that ambiguous definition of terrorism enhances 
the number of attacks.  I can also confidently state that the AEPA and Patriot Act did not 
influence the frequencies of the attacks, due to the attacks occurring before and after both 
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policies.  In order to ensure triangulation of data analysis, I developed a trend analysis to 
analyze attacks by the year of the implementation of the Patriot Act of 2001.   
To perform an analysis of how the frequency of ELF attacks changed with time, I 
chose to analyze the activity of this group since 2001, when the 9/11 attacks radically 
altered America's attitude toward terrorism and help create the ambiguity in defining 
terrorism.  My underlying hypothesis is to examine if the relationships between ELF/ALF 
eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policies towards terrorism are 
related by attack and response.   
This relationship analysis could help in determining future examinations as to 
how or why U.S. public policies are adopted by the U.S.  While AETA 1992, 2006 was 
created to counter all ecoterrorism, the focal point of each of these public policies was to 
counter the threat from animal rights groups that have become radical. 
 In order to perform this trend analysis, I returned to the table I created to make 
the histogram showing the number of attacks per year.  I deleted all entries prior to 2001 
and plotted the resultant data.  Then I used the Excel "add trendline" function to show 
the trend of the data.  It is clear that the 9/11 terrorists attacks had a strong effect on the 
frequency of attacks carried out by ELF. 
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Figure 4 Trend Analysis Post 9/11 ELF attacks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4 demonstrates a trend of ELF attacks from 2001 until 2008.  From observing 
this data, it is apparent that from 2001 until 2008 there was a decline in attacks by ELF.  
This declination could have many contributions as to how and what could have occurred 
between ELF attacks and the implementation of the Patriot Act.   Also, although the 
organizational structure of ELF allows for the enfranchisement of terrorism, this does not 
represent all ecoterrorist attacks that were carried out from the time span of 2001 until 
2008.  Likewise, one could correlate Operation Backfire to the declination.  The figure only 
represents the amount of attacks carried out by ELF, yet things appear to decrease after 
2006, not 2001.  According to the data, the results are conclusive that there is not a 
ELF 9/11 Trend Analysis
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relationship between ELF attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  The hypothesis on causal relationships stands invalid.  The relationship 
between attacks from ELF is not directly correlated to the progression of U.S. public 
policy, as shown by the downward trend of ELF. 
Chi-square (x)^2: H2 
Hypothesis- H2: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are causally related 
and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism 
from 1990-2010. 
 
 
Null Hypothesis- Hoii:  The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front are not 
causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. public policy 
towards terrorism from 1990-2010. 
 
 
Sampling and Test Statistic 
 
 The following categories have been established: 
 
   (Degrees of Freedom) Df=k-1 
    Df=2-1 
    Df=1. 
(Sampling distribution)= x^2 distribution Alpha =.05 
X^2 (critical)= .0499 
X^2 (obtained)=.598 
 
Goodness of Fit Test chi^2 = (o-e)^2/e 
P(value) for significance=<0.25 
 
There is one degree of freedom between the two categories of ELF attacks and U.S. Public 
policy.   The critical sampling distribution relates to the significance level on the p-score 
as to whether or not the hypothesis was significant. I counted the number of ELF attacks 
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in each year from 1996-2007.  I will use the data sets in figure 14 (See Appendices) to 
determine the average of attacks per year. I counted the number of the laws that were on 
the books in those years. (See Appendices)  From 1996-2007 the average number of attacks 
was 5.083.  The exact number was 61 attacks, but I needed to consider that the attacks 
between ELF/ALF and private property/government overlap and both groups get blamed 
for the same crime due to their close relationship in planning and executing attacks, thus 
my final number of attacks equals 45.  The average number of relevant laws on the books 
was 3.25. I normalized the number of laws by 1.5641 so the average number of laws and 
average number of attacks was the same.  If the number of attacks was correlated to the 
number of laws, the slope of the number of attacks would be the slope of the laws. The 
slope of the laws was 0.98986.  The slope of the attacks was 0.22028.  There is one degree 
of freedom in this data, so I used the top line of this chart to find the p-value.   
Results 
 
 The p-value is much greater than 0.25. (See Figure 17 in the Appendices)  The p-
value was above .05, therefore the data did not support the hypothesis.  Thus, the 
hypothesis of statistically significant relationships between ELF attacks and U.S. Public 
policy is not statistically significant and is rejected. While the trend analysis demonstrates 
a decrease in ELF attacks in the post 9/11 time period, the hypothesis testing contradicts 
such observations as statistically insignificant, thus, I must reject the hypothesis and 
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accept the null hypothesis that attacks from ELF and progression of U.S. public policy is 
mutually exclusive. 
Analysis of Hypothesis#3 
 
The third hypothesis test was to determine if:   
 
The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal Liberation 
Front are causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that are poor. 
 
In this analysis, I am looking to observe the frequency of attacks by ELF/ALF and 
the economic status and per capita income of states within the U.S. that are victims of 
such attacks. The histogram below demonstrates both the frequency of attacks correlated 
to the year of each attack.  
Frequency Analysis: Per Capita Income 
I sorted the data according to state in alphabetical order.  Once the data was sorted 
appropriately, I counted the number of attacks in each state. I inserted the number of 
attacks per state into a table.  The rows in this table were labeled by state.  This data was 
amenable to a histogram, where each state served as a bin and the number of attacks in 
each state was the count.  I used Excel's chart function to plot the data as a histogram.  
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Figure 5 Frequency of ALF attacks by State 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 5 demonstrates the location of attacks by ALF in each state.  The state that 
has had the most attacks is California. Oregon is second, followed by Utah and 
Washington.  The frequency distribution of attacks by region would show that 43% of 
attacks occur in the Western regions of the U.S.  
 The second largest distribution lies with 31% of attacks occurring in the Midwest 
region of and only 24% of attacks occurring in the Northeastern and Southeastern regions.  
The analysis concludes that a majority of attacks (74%) occur west of the Mississippi river. 
The per capita rankings for income related to state populations conclusively 
demonstrates that 94% of the attacks that occur by ALF are most likely to occur in states 
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that rank in the top 20th percentile regarding per capita income. (Census Bureau 2011).  In 
relation to wealth, California’s economy is the largest, compared to all the other states on 
the chart. (Census Bureau 2011).    California also ranks 11th on per capita GDP and 
California has received more attacks than 9 other states combined.  This graph 
demonstrates conclusively that states that are wealthier are more prone to being attacked 
by ALF. 
Figure 6 Frequency of ELF attacks by State 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6 demonstrates the location of attacks by ELF in each state.  The state that 
has had the most attacks is California.  Oregon and Michigan are tied for second, followed 
by Indiana and Washington.  The frequency distribution of attacks by region would 
illustrate that 60% of attacks occur in the Western regions of the U.S.  The second largest 
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distribution lies with 26% of attacks occurring in the Midwest region and only 12% of 
attacks occurring in the Northeastern and Southeastern regions.  The analysis concludes 
that a majority of attacks (86%) occur west of the Mississippi river.   
The per capita rankings for income related to state populations conclusively 
demonstrates that 97% of the attacks carried out by ELF are most likely to occur in states 
that rank in the top 20th percentile regarding per capita income. (Census Bureau 2011).  
The explanation for this occurring may be found within the infrastructure of states 
themselves.  For instance, California’s more developed infrastructure, economic prowess 
and environmental protections create a hotbed for activism. In relation to wealth, 
California’s economy is the largest compared to all the other states on the chart. (Census 
Bureau 2011).  California also ranks 11th on per capita GDP, and the chart demonstrates 
that California, Michigan, Washington and Oregon has received the most attacks 
respectively.  This graph establishes conclusively that states that are wealthier are more 
prone to being attacked by ELF.  A trend analysis would be needed to substantiate the 
validity of this observation.  However, it also demonstrates that these attacks occur with 
states that have higher than the median per capita income. 
For this analysis, I created a linear regression line to demonstrate the significance 
of the relationships between per capita income and ALF attacks.  I developed a 
scattergram showing the number of attacks per state, and I created a table showing the 
number of attacks that occurred in each state as they were recorded.  All states in which 
125 
 
 
 
two or less attacks occurred were removed from this analysis.   The x-axis of this plot 
contains average income and the y-axis contains the number of attacks that occurred in 
the state whose average income was the value labeled on the x-axis.   
 Once this scatter plot was finished, I used the Excel "add trend line" function to 
illustrate the trend in the data.  In order to show a relationship (or lack of relationship) 
between the number of attacks in each state and the wealth of those states, I expanded 
the table of attacks per state to include one more column.  In this column, I recorded the 
average per capita income of the state in question. (Census Bureau 2011).  This linear 
regression line demonstrates the disparity between income and attacks. 
Figure 7 Linear Regression Per Capita Income and ALF attacks 
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 Figure 7 is best analyzed through the relationship between the distances of the 
points on the scattergram in relationship to the regression line.  The distribution for ALF 
attacks is correlated to the coefficient of per capita income.  As the per capita income 
increases, so does the potential for attacks from ALF. However, it remains inconclusive 
as to whether these two entities are related due to the distance of the plots along the 
regression line.  Therefore, the null hypothesis that there is a causal relationship between 
wealthy states and ALF attacks is invalid. 
 
Figure 8 Linear Regression Per Capita Income ELF attacks 
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 Figure 8 demonstrates the relationship between per capita income and ELF 
attacks.  The results for ELF attacks appear inconclusive, due to the outliers indicated by 
the points and their distance away from the regression line.  The relationship between 
per capita incomes and ELF attacks, however, remains inconclusive.  
The difference between ELF and ALF attacks and the relationship between per capita 
income lies with the states of Michigan and Oregon.  Michigan made up only 5% of ALF 
attacks and ranked 35 on the per capita income list (Census Bureau 2011).  However, 
Michigan makes up 14% of ELF attacks, which could create an outlier that stagnates 
correlative relationships between the attacks and per capita income.  The same analysis 
can be applied to the state of Oregon.  Attacks by ALF and ELF in Oregon are closely 
distributed with 15% by ALF and 14% by ELF, yet for significance in determining 
correlation, Oregon’s per capita ranking is 30. (Census Bureau 2011).  However, it remains 
inconclusive as to whether these two entities are related due to the distance of the plots 
along the regression line.  Thus, the null hypothesis that there is a causal relationship 
between wealthy states and ELF attacks is invalid. 
Chi-square (x)^2: H3 
Hypothesis- H3: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal 
Liberation Front are causally related and statistically significant to the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that are poor. 
 
Null Hypothesis- Hoiii: The frequency of attacks by the Earth Liberation Front and Animal 
Liberation Front are not causally related and statistically significant to the progression of 
U.S. public policy towards states that are wealthy and states that are poor. 
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Sampling and Test Statistic 
 
 The following categories have been established: 
 
   (Degrees of Freedom) Df=k-1 
    Df=2-1 
    Df=1. 
(Sampling distribution)= x^2 distribution Alpha =.05 
X^2 (observed)= -.0266 
X^2 (obtained)=-.184 
 
Goodness of Fit Test chi^2 = (o-e)^2/e 
P(value) for significance=<0.25 
 
There is one degree of freedom between the two categories of ELF/ALF attacks and per 
capita income.   The critical sampling distribution relates to the significance level on the 
p-score as to whether the hypothesis was significant. I counted the number of ELF/ALF 
attacks in each state.  From 1990-2010 the average number of attacks was 6.3.  The exact 
number of states attacked was 23. The average per capita income of those states was 
$42,488.  I normalized the income from each state by a factor of .0001483804, so that the 
number of attacks and average per capita income was the same.   If the number of attacks 
was correlated to the average income, the slope of the number of attacks would be the 
slope of the income.  The slope of the income was 0.125 and the slope of attacks was -
.0266.  There is one degree of freedom in this data, so I used the top line of this chart to 
find the p-value.   
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Results 
 
 The p-value is between .0.15 and 0.20. The p-value was above .05; the data did not 
support the hypothesis.  Thus, the hypothesis of a causal relationship between ELF/ALF 
attacks and per capita income by state is not statistically significant and is rejected.  
Therefore, we must accept the Null hypothesis that attacks between these groups and per 
capita income are mutually exclusive. While the trend analysis demonstrates an 
inconclusive result for ELF attacks and per capita income, the hypothesis is rejected and 
these two specific entities do not prove statistically significant.   
The ALF trend analysis demonstrated that higher per capita incomes were 
associated with the potential for attacks.  However, I must reject the hypothesis that per-
capita income is statistically significant to the relationship with attacks.  Thus, these two 
specific entities are not statistically related. 
Conclusion 
 
The primary goal of this study was to analyze what relationships, if any, exist 
between ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy.  This 
goal was accomplished through data compilation and descriptive analysis through a 
trend analysis and Chi-square (x)^2 Goodness of Fit hypothesis testing.  The datasets 
were constructed and introduced into correlation formulas and produced in figures to 
demonstrate the social phenomenon between attacks and responses respectively. The 
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datasets that were created were based off of 150 attacks between the two groups 
ELF/ALF.  Through this analysis, several key findings were revealed.   
It was established that Hypothesis 1 sought a causal relationship between ALF 
attacks and U.S. Public policy.  The end result of this analysis is conclusive that there is 
no underlying relationship between the frequency of attacks by ALF and the progression 
of U.S. public policy towards terrorism, including the AEPA 1992, Patriot Act 2001, and 
AETA 2006, regarding the containment of ALF and its affiliates.  This best supports the 
analysis of the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC):  “What is needed is more 
effective legislation that targets a wide range of crimes that are committed by these 
groups.”(American Legislative Exchange Council 2003, 12).  ALEC expands further and 
postulates that states have not been successful in combating ecoterrorism because they 
are relying heavily on their own laws regarding vandalism and property damages. 
(ALEC 2003, 12).   ALEC seeks to expand current terrorism legislation to target animal 
rights/radical groups more stringently.  One could also make an observation that the laws 
enacted had little or no effect on ALF’s movement.  This was demonstrated by a rejection 
of the null hypothesis.  Also, from rejection of the null hypothesis, one could accept the 
alternative that there is no relationship because groups like ALEC represent the social 
construction that Wendt postulates on state behavior amongst its populace.  This is 
supported by Wendt’s analysis on agent-structure problem.  Wendt proposes:  
The agent-structure problem has its origins in two truisms about social life 
which underlie most social scientific inquiry: 1) human beings and their 
131 
 
 
 
organizations are purposeful actors whose actions help reduce or transform 
society in which they live; and 2) society is made up of social relationships, 
which structure the interactions between these purposeful actors.  Taken 
together these truisms suggest that human agents and social structures are, 
in one way or another, theoretically interdependent or mutually 
implicating entities. (Wendt 1987, 338). 
 
One could also observe over time that these groups changed from small sector 
attacks that occurred in the early 1990’s and peaked in 2001-2002; this is supported by 
Della Porta’s radical social structure theory. (Della Porta 2009, 138). 
Hypothesis 2 yielded the same results as Hypothesis 1.  In the relationship analysis 
between ELF attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism, there 
is a steep decline in attacks by ELF from 2001 and on.  Between these two entities there 
was not a causative relationship that demonstrated one affecting the other.  This solidified 
the hypothesis and demonstrated that there is an instance in which attacks affect 
government responses and vice versa.  However, one could make an observation 
regarding Operation Backfire and its effect on ELF activity or the ambiguity on what 
defines terrorism and how the ELF adapts its tactics.  One could also make a claim that 
the laws enacted had little or no effect on ELF’s movement, as the organization is 
autonomous with no central hierarchy.   
Hypothesis 3 established that there is a causal relationship between measuring 
attacks for ALF and ELF and the economic status of these states where attacks occur 
regarding per capita income.  In terms of ALF attacks, it appears that there was not any 
relationship statistically demonstrated between wealthier states and the incidence of 
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attacks; by observing the frequency of attacks one could state these attacks occur in higher 
per capita income states. It appears that attacks from ELF/ALF occur past the Mississippi 
river, encompassing the West and Midwest regions.  California is the main victim for 
both ELF and ALF attacks.  This may be because of the class struggle between the 
environmental movement and capitalism.  The per capita income analysis and attacks 
demonstrates for ALF that higher levels of per capita incomes are correlated to incidences 
of attacks.  However, regarding ELF attacks, the data analysis was inconclusive and did 
not demonstrate the needed confidence to postulate as to whether ELF attacks is 
correlated to per capita income levels, or if there was no significance in the difference 
regarding ELF/ALF and the overall environmental movement. 
  My end result of this analysis is to solidify the rejection of the null Hypothesis 
3as not being supported by statistical evidence that incidences of Eco-terrorist attacks are 
statistically significant to the economic statuses of states.  According to the Trend 
Analysis, wealthy states appear more likely to be a recipient of such attacks than poorer 
states, yet one could also make an observation that the income had little or no effect on 
ELF’s movement.  This was demonstrated by a rejection of the null hypothesis and 
acceptance of the alternative hypothesis through the goodness of fit testing. 
 
 
Chapter 5 
Case Study Analysis on ELF and ALF   
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Introduction 
 
In this chapter, I will analyze the activist and social conflict movement of the 
environmental lobby and its influence on ELF/ALF through the use of a case study 
analysis.  I explore the philosophical and hierarchical structures between these two 
groups and their relationship within the context of the overall environmental movement.  
I will also analyze the theoretical principles of radicalizing social organizations, along 
with the agency-structure construction postulated by Wendt.  This chapter will expand 
on principles of eco-socialism to describe the inevitable conflict between capitalism and 
environmental degradation.  This chapter will provide the necessary breadth of research 
in understanding the eco-terrorism phenomenon from the activist paradigm, as well as 
assisting the study’s descriptive analysis of ELF and ALF as a building block to 
understanding this social phenomenon.   
The significance of conducting this case study of ALF/ELF lies within the 
paradigms of social movements and a radical interpretation as to how one group should 
gain social justice.  This radical effect is seen as the departure from accepting civil 
societies’ norms of non-violent protest changing policy.  Case study research will allow 
for the observation of the shifting nature from civil rights protestor to eco-terrorist.  The 
theoretical basis for this case study will be twofold: First, this study will analyze ELF/ALF 
as cases that are “similar in scope” (George and Bennett 2004, 82) to social movements 
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that have become radicalized through actions of eco-terrorism.  This will be supported 
by theorist Donatella Della Porta’s radicalization in her social structure theory.  Second, 
this case study will demonstrate the “different” (George and Bennett 2004, 82) by 
analyzing the U.S. government’s response to the environmental movement.  This will be 
supported by Alexander Wendt’s agency structure construction.    The comparative 
analysis of ELF/ALF will be from an activist paradigm, as these groups frame their acts 
in the form of alternative protest or “eco-tage.” (If a Tree Falls 2011).  The response 
analysis of the U.S. government will be from a security paradigm.   
The Radicalization of the Environmental Movement 
 
The radical transformation has created an environment that is conducive to the 
misinterpretation of laws and misidentification of groups as to why such laws were 
created. Civil unrest and activism from populations in the U.S. have created a conundrum 
for distinguishing eco-terrorism from environmental activism.  This relationship has 
become frayed with the implementation of terrorism legislation by the U.S. government 
in response to radical environmentalism.  
Social conflict movements can be characterized as “Movements such as labor 
movements, poor people’s movements, the feminist movements, and the civil rights 
movement are typically supported by minorities or slim majorities of populations that 
confront fundamental, organized opposition in attempting to bring about social  change.” 
(McCarthy and Wolfson 1992, 273).  The environmental progress movement in the U.S. 
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transformed from a peaceful protest movement to a more radical approach regarding 
protesting.  This transformation finds its roots within the social movement paradigm of 
social structure.  This statement is best supported by scholar Donatella Della Porta (2009) 
in her work Social Movements and Organizations.  Della Porta postulates: 
Organizations mainly as collectives oriented to relatively specific goals, 
with a relatively formalized social structure, the second approach maintains 
that organizations are collectives whose members/participants are little 
influenced by formal structures or official goals, but share an interest in the 
survival; the third approach conceives of organizations mainly as unstable 
coalitions of interest groups that determine goals through a negotiation 
process; the structure of the coalition, its activities, and its outcomes are 
strongly affected by environmental factors…( 138). 
 
Della Porta uses the environmental group Greenpeace as her example of organizational 
structure as well as its ability to create a national identity while keeping groups localized. 
(Della Porta 2009, 137).   It is important for environmental groups to maintain a positive 
image for recruiting future members and keeping the support of public opinion.  The 
transformation from peaceful protest to violent protest creates the radical flank in the 
environmental movement. The ELF and ALF represent such radical transformation, as 
both groups are byproducts of peaceful movements found in Earth First and Humane 
society.   
As quoted in Snow and Cross, the radical flank in the environmental movement is 
characterized by Della Porta as a “reinforcement of the future participation in similar 
actions which acted as a self-reinforcing mechanism to drive radical activist to become 
more radical.” (Snow and Cross 2011, 117).  Della Porta’s organizational structure and 
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radical flank of reinforcement can be applied to ELF’s social movement.  This is supported 
by Assistant U.S. attorney Kirk Engdall’s comments on one of the first attacks from ELF:  
“The very first eco-terrorist attack occurred at the Oakridge ranger station…. Many in the 
environmental community saw this as a public relations disaster… But after the fire, 
many new members flocked to Eugene Oregon to answer the call to this new form of 
protest.”(Engdall 2011).  The Oakridge ranger station attack was initiated by former Earth 
First member Jacob Ferguson in response to the Warner creek timber sale. (If a Tree Falls 
2011).  If one is to trace where the arsons started, one must first look at what happened at 
Warner creek. (If a Tree Falls 2011). The Warner creek timber sale occurred in 1995, when 
the Bureau of Land Management sold off federal lands to the private timber industry. 
“We started protesting and nothing was happening, so that’s when we decided to draw 
a line in the sand.” (If a Tree Falls 2011).  The protestors were from the environmental 
group Earth First, who created a blockade on the only road leading into the forest to stop 
trucks and equipment. (If a Tree Falls 2011).  This protest shares some similarities to that 
of Wendt’s agency structure:  
Thus, the analysis of action invokes an at least implicit understanding of particular 
social relationships (or “rules of the game”) in which the action is set-just as the 
analysis of social structures invokes some understanding of the actors whose 
relationships make up the structural context.(Wendt 1987, 338).  
 
 The environmentalists played by the rules Wendt outlines as social norms in peaceful 
protests.  Tim Lewis (If a Tree Falls 2011) expands on what happened next: 
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The group performed a peaceful sit in and stayed up there on the road in 
their fort that they built for about a year until the bureau of land 
management showed up and arrested them…. It was after warner creek 
that some in the group felt we should change our tactics… The end result 
of this change included Jacob Ferguson burning down the Oakridge ranger 
station that was in direct response to warner creek. (If a Tree Falls 2011) 
 
Warner creek was the radical flanking of Earth First into a new group: the Earth 
Liberation Front; the group found its new identity as a byproduct of the organization’s 
“transformation”. (Della Porta 2009, 137) 
As one could anticipate the struggle for defining what constitutes terrorism, one 
can equally struggle with what constitutes protest in the environmental social movement.  
The debate regarding environmental and eco-terrorism finds itself on the forefront of civil 
protest and competing interests from private industry.  In the case of Warner creek, the 
environmentalists were competing against the timber industry in trying to protect the 
forest; therein also lies a disconnect from social rules between the U.S. government and 
the environmentalists.  Much of the literature on environmentalism and eco-terrorism 
associates characteristics with ultimate goals within the groups.  A key component is 
analyzing how groups tend to use force or the threatened use of force is to constantly 
remind its target audience of both the capability and dedication to meeting its specific 
agendas.   
From the ELF perspective, the threat of force or application of pressure was 
necessary to compete with their corporate counterparts.  This is supported by Daniel 
McGowan’s participation in his first initial public appearance as an ELF member:  “I 
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participated in the black parade on the WTO in 1999.  Here we are all decked out in black 
clothes in downtown Seattle surrounded by corporations who wreak havoc on the 
environment. I said Ok let’s do this… So we decided to start vandalizing.”(If a Tree Falls 
2011).   
The threat of force during a social movement protest falls in line with the various 
levels of threats posed by groups that seek political agendas through anti- environment 
policies and animal rights.   As groups become more radicalized and their methods shift, 
so does the definition of what the government constitutes as a terrorist attack.  Yet, these 
eco-social movement transformations are not just identified in the U.S., but can occur in 
other countries as well. 
Rachel Monaghan (2000) examines the phenomenon of single issue terrorism by 
animal rights groups in Great Britain in her work “Single Issued Terrorism: a Neglected 
Phenomenon?” Monaghan exemplifies the need to examine these groups due to a lack of 
interest in traditional terrorism studies.  This article is an extension of the debate of what 
actually defines terrorism or terrorist acts.  Monaghan’s attention towards this area has 
given notoriety to looking further past political protest and expanding upon the use of 
violence to push an agenda. 
Political violence resulting from the changing of tactics of single issue 
groups has received little attention in the literature on terrorism.  The 
willingness to use violence in the pursuit of their cause constitutes not 
only a departure from previous nonviolent forms of protest, but also more 
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importantly a distinct phenomenon within terrorism that is unique and 
deserves attention. (Monaghan 2000, 255). 
The animal rights groups in Britain have demonstrated through the years that active 
protest, along with systematic violence, has been critical in pushing the agenda.  Similar 
behavior can be observed from groups in the U.S.   
Della Porta’s (2009) social structure and radical flank theory violence is best 
described by Edward Mickolus (2002).  One cannot just measure events as a justification 
of defining such groups as terrorist organizations, as “Violence prone groups can engage 
in numerous types of nonviolent actions to try and popularize their political views.  Even 
with groups that everyone agrees are terrorists, not everything they do is terroristic.” 
(Micklous 2002, 154).  
Mickolous’s (2002) example is environmental groups using sabotage techniques 
as an alternative form of protesting (154), which supports the eventual progression 
towards more violent methods, and also describes ELF’s organizational structure in 
Eugene Oregon. Therein lays the foundation for identifying environmental activism as 
eco-terrorism. 
The scope of defining terrorism through the social environmental movement finds 
its history in the apparent competition between the environmental justice movement and 
private industry.  As the environmentalists petitioned their government to change and 
adopt laws that are environmental friendly, there was also a movement by groups in 
private industry who sought to stagnate the environmental protest movement.  The end 
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result was the creation of the term “Eco-terrorism” in 1988.  Eco-terrorism was first 
coined by a man named Ron Arnold during an annual meeting of the Center for Defense 
of Free Enterprise. (R.K. Smith 2008, 545). 
In 1988, Arnold propagated this agenda through the auspices of some general 
populace movement that did not represent the majority of the U.S. at the time.  In fact, it 
was more of a conspiracy between environmental groups and the so-called atrocious 
environmental degradation that was occurring during this time.  The phrase Eco-
terrorism shaped the future definitions of environmental civil actions and political 
actions that would be taken on by groups like the Environmental Liberation Front.   
If one were to trace the paper trail of environmental movements in the U.S., one 
could easily correlate big gains in environmental protection laws and the dwindling 
profits of corporate entities that depended solely upon natural resources and portfolio 
performances and resisted such changes and movements throughout the 1970s and 
1980s.  According to Rebecca Smith (2008), “Citizens took a hold of these legal tools as 
they had used them to preserve the environment the collateral impacts of enforcement 
on private industry began to surface.” (541).   
The environmental debate created several congressional acts: The Wilderness Act 
of 1964, National Environmental Policy Act, Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act.  Also 
included in these laws was the establishment of the Environmental Protection Agency 
under executive order. (R.K. Smith 2008, 541).  From the political activism paradigm, the 
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following is a brief history of substantial environmental policies that have helped shape 
both the radical environmental movement and the theoretical principles in which social 
organizations manifest into violent groups.   
Deep Ecology 
 
 The radical flank of social structures outlined by Della Porta for the social 
environmental movement is charted in the development of ecotage.  Ecotage traces its 
roots back to the implementation of criminal activity in order to stop environmental 
injustices.  This “new form of protest that was becoming popular for the environmental 
movement” (If a Tree Falls 2011) was expanded upon in a novel written in 1975 by 
Edward Abbey.  Abbey’s The Monkey Wrench Gang is the bible for ELF (Buell 2009, 154).  
In essence, environmentalists act as the monkey wrench to stopping the destruction of 
the environment. 
The Monkey Wrench Gang is a fictional piece in which ex-soldier George Hayduke 
returns home from Vietnam to find his home in the desert is in danger due to 
industrialization.  Hayduke takes it upon himself and other environmentalists to put a 
stop to the town’s growth through acts of sabotage. (Abbey 1975).  These ecotage acts 
would constitute pouring sugar in gas tanks, putting glue in locks, and pulling up survey 
stakes. (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
 Deep ecology is a byproduct of Abbey’s ecotage gang.  Deep ecology represents 
the philosophical re-structuring of the hierarchy within the environment.  Radical 
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ecoterrorists engage in ecotage in the belief of biocentrism. (Hays, Esler, and Hays 1996, 
167).  Biocentrism is the establishment of the environment as the centerpiece of the world. 
The current state of the environment is in crisis and political action has not yielded 
enough to change the status quo.   The status quo finds its roots in competition between 
capitalism and environmental degradation.  
The inability to change society’s norms leads to the call for a transformation of 
group norms and the creation of a radical flank.  This could be described as Wendt’s 
agency structural relationships failing. (Wendt 1987, 339).  The ends justify the means, as 
human beings as a whole have destroyed the earth, and thus a re-education or re-
invention of society through violent action or through de-population of the earth is 
necessary. (Hays, Esler, and Hays 1996, 167).  Deep ecologists use alternative approaches 
of protest that are violent to portray how the population could destroy the planet: “AIDS 
and famine are desirable because they reduce human population without destroying the 
environment.” (Hays, Esler, and Hays 1996, 167).  Deep ecology has become the axiom 
for the environmentalist movement.  It has created a philosophical justification for the 
use of mass violence, which is only framed from the prospective of an alternative form of 
protest. (If a Tree Falls 2011).  Deep ecologists also share a vision for a utopian society 
through the recreation of society via pressure and alternative forms of protest. (Rogers 
1995). 
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The roots of deep ecology are found in the social equity argument that the earth is 
to be treated the same as human beings, a byproduct of Neo-Marxism tradition.  Charles 
T. Rubin, (1994), in his work The Green Crusade: Rethinking the Roots of Environmentalism, 
expands upon the deep ecology movement and analyzes the constructive philosophy of 
deep ecologists.  Rubin asserts: 
We have seen how the deep ecology notion of the equality in 
principle of all beings is connected with aspiration to Self-realization.  
Underlying both is a notion of the organic unity of the earth, a unity 
that makes us all parts of one being.  The observation helps explain 
why the deep ecologists are as attracted as they are to the notion of 
the earth as “Gaia” that is a great, single entity.  But these principles 
require a significant change in our perspective on life and 
governance. (186). 
 
Egalitarianism is supported by deep ecologist between differing species, but such a 
position creates egocentrism (Waller 1997, 188). The following table demonstrates the 
number of active environmental and animal activist organizations that protect the 
environment and seek protection for animal rights through actions of ecotage. 
 
 
Table 6- List of Active Ecoterrorist groups Animal  Ecological Violent 
        
Animal Liberation Front x  X 
Earth Liberation Front  x X 
Revolutionary Cells Animal Liberation Brigade x  X 
Coalition to Save the Preserve x x X 
Farm Animal Revenge Militia x  X 
Earth Night Action Group  x X 
Animal Liberation Brigade x  X 
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Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty x  X 
Animal Rights Militia x  X 
 
 
Speciesism 
Edward Abbey’s Monkey Wrench Gang inspired the development of the ELF. The 
Animal Liberation movement finds its roots in Peter Singer’s (1975) Animal Liberation: A 
New Ethic for Our Treatment of Animals.  Singer’s book stands at the forefront of the animal 
rights movement, and addresses the horrific treatment of animals through industrial 
farming and other dominion theorists.  Singer focuses on the accepted norms of societal 
accepted treatment of animals from a utilitarian philosophy.  This shift in inquiry changes 
the scope of the relationships between humans and the animal kingdom. 
Singer postulates on the importance of addressing the issues of modern inquiry on 
the role that animals play in society in the following statement: “It is on this basis that the 
case against racism and the case against sexism must both ultimately rest; and it is in 
accordance with this principle that the attitude that we may call “speciesism” by analogy 
with racism must also be condemned.”  (Singer 1975, 6). 
Speciesism is the raising of one species over another based upon historical 
acceptance.  For Singer, speciesism is no different than racism. (Singer 1975). Singer seeks 
to establish the equality aspects of animal rights along with the human beings; animals 
cannot defend themselves, so fundamentally, others must look into the interests of 
animals. (Singer 1975).  This utilitarian approach that Singer uses is groundbreaking and 
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is considered the foundation of animal rights in the U.S.  Singer is joined by Tom Regan, 
(1983) whose work The Case for Animal Rights sought to develop a moral philosophy 
toward the treatment of animals.   
Regan, much like his predecessor Singer, attacked social norms in philosophy by 
addressing underlying social inequities of the role of animals in society.  Regan uses the 
speciesism philosophy that was made popular by Singer to readdress the philosophical 
traditions in civil society regarding hierarchical relationships between the animal 
kingdom and humans. (Regan 1983, 266).  Regan builds upon Singer’s utilitarianism by 
applying self-worth to all living creatures, as they have experience and life, thus their 
existence is just as important as that of a human living in the world through similar 
experiences. (Regan 1983, 266).      
While the theoretical principles of deep ecology and speciesism radicalize the 
environmental movement, an expansion of philosophy is needed to ensure the re-
creation of society through ecotage.  Such a society is in constant conflict against elements 
that are seen as stratifying the movement as a whole.  The element in question is 
capitalism and the solution is eco-socialism. 
Eco-Socialism 
“Therefore, it is not enough to work solely on individual environmental issues: the 
capitalist state and its symbols of propaganda must also be targeted.” (Pickering 2007, 1). 
 
When analyzing why ELF/ALF commit acts of ecotage, one must first understand 
the end game for both groups.  As mentioned previously, there is a constant struggle 
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between the growing environmental movement in the U.S. and private industry; this was 
supported by the initial use of the phrase Eco-terrorism in 1988. (R.K. Smith 2008, 545).  
Eco-socialism is the byproduct of social ecology.  Within this realm the theoretical 
underpinnings behind the explanation of this environmental phenomenon is based in 
part off of Marxist traditions.  Marxism exacerbates the social inequalities that exist in 
society through the use of dialectic materialism. According to Lemert (2004), “On the 
epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinctive feature: it has 
simplified the class antagonisms: Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into 
two great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and 
Proletariat.” (37). Neo-Marxist seeks to apply Marxian principles to modern day society 
and utilize such principles to social capital and inequities.  Such modeling is apparent 
with the development of sub-fields in racism, feminism and environmental activism.  The 
fundamental enemy in the social ecology state is capitalism.   
Social ecology was a field created by activist/anarchist Murray Bookchin (1964).  
Bookchin expanded upon the issues relevant to environments across the world and the 
inherent social inequities involved in his work Ecology and Revolutionary Thought.  
Bookchin postulates:  
In our schizoid society, these goals are regarded as mutually exclusive 
dualities, sharply opposed.  They appear as dualities because of the very 
logistics of present-day society- the separation of town and country, the 
specialization of labor, the atomization of man- and it would be 
preposterous to believe that these dualities could be resolved without a 
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general idea of the physical structure of an anarchist society. (Bookchin 
1964, 14). 
 
  The crisis between progression and development and the societal relationships 
that exist for ecological justice is best explained through the environmentalists, as the 
environmental justice and equality is sought through the lens of Marxist tradition.  
Marxism is the focal point of social inequity.  Bookchin uses this focus and gives 
apocalyptic details on anarchism as a method of choice for change.  Environmental 
activism, the precursor to environmental terrorism, seeks to establish societal norms with 
respect to local environment.  The cornerstone of Marxian principles, coupled with social 
justice, has created this new paradigm. 
David Pepper (1993), whose work examines the intricacies of environmentalist 
movements, expands on the phenomenon of Eco-socialism.  Eco-socialism is defined as 
the emergence of two specific traditions: “Marxism suggests a dialectical view of the 
society-nature relationship, which is not like that of ecocentrics or ethnocentrics and 
challenges both of them; it has a historical materialist approach to social change, which 
ought to inform green strategy…Eco socialism says that we should proceed to ecology 
from social justice and not the other way around.”(Pepper 1993, 3).  Eco socialism further 
builds up the principles of deep ecology coupled with the class struggle that is inherently 
a Marxist principle.  Eco-socialism is also at times at odds with deep ecologists on the role 
of human traits and qualities.  “Social ecologists also reject deep ecology‘s ecocentric 
prescription.  It ignores the fact that the evolutionary process has given rise to 
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subjectivity, sociality, and intellectuality-natural human qualities that have value and call 
for a moral acknowledgment that is lacking when humans are considered just another 
part of a natural whole.” (Waller 1997, 188).  
The Eco-socialist model is a byproduct of the capitalist society.  This is best 
expanded upon the following assertion by Gorg and Brand (2000): “One disputed path 
to modernization which is followed under the vague model of sustainable development 
has achieved considerable importance in those countries and regions in which socio-
ecological questions are on fact on society’s political agenda.” (376). ELF’s literature 
regarding political agenda’s outline’s the socialistic traditions found in Marxism.  This 
statement is supported by the following claim: 
The state system is not going to allow any real change within it unless the 
state structure (government), big business, and finally the mainstream 
consumer society feels that change is really necessary.  Yet it is this same 
state structure, big business, and consumer society that is directly 
responsible for the destruction of life on the planet for the sake of profit.  
When these entities have repeatedly demonstrated their prioritizing of 
monetary gain ahead of life, it is absolute foolishness to continue to ask 
them nicely for reform or revolution.  Matters must be taken into the hands 
of people who need to more and more step outside of this societal law to 
enforce natural law. (Pickering 2007, 45). 
 
ELF blames the capitalist system as the reasoning for their actions being labeled as 
terrorism, due to the influence of private industry and U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism. (Pickering 2007, 45). The transformation from peaceful protests and civil 
disobedience was a byproduct of Della Porta’s radical flank in social movements.  As 
environmentalists shifted their tactics and focus from peaceful demonstrations to 
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alternative forms of protest in ecotage, one group emerged as a byproduct of this radical 
transformation. 
 Earth Liberation Front 
“When the Earth Liberation Front (ELF) took its first action in the U.S., I remember the 
exuberance and the resurgence of hope that raced through me and many others in the 
movement.” (Pickering 2007, 2). 
 
 As aforementioned, the Earth Liberation Front is a byproduct of the radicalization 
of environmental groups, thus this group was selected due to its notoriety and the sheer 
number of attacks committed. Unfortunately, for ELF whose audiences were mainly 
private industry and government, the organization lacks the political capital to thrive due 
to their mislabeling as terrorists; they seek to use protracted use of guerilla tactics of 
ecotage to ensure massive damage to public and private property.  This ecotage is a 
transformation of the tactics of normal protests.  Wendt (1987) expands upon how this 
behavior could change under agency structure in the following statement: “The principal 
weakness of a structuralist solution to the agent-structure problem is that it cannot 
explain anything but behavioral conformity to structural demands.” (347).   
The ecotage as a modus operandi has cost millions of dollars in damages to 
property. (Zielinski 2003, A18).  The public relations nightmare that ensues from these 
attacks led to the vilification of segments of the environmental movement. (If a Tree Falls 
2011).  The ELF was founded as an offshoot of the organization Earth First.  In the U.S., 
Earth First was a very active environmental group.  ELF splintered from Earth First in 
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reaction to a lack of progress within the activist movement. (Pickering 2007, 42). The 
group was formed by radical elements within Earth First who sought to use more 
alternative means of protest through the use of “monkey wrenching” or “ecotage”, as 
portrayed in Abbey’s (1975) work.   
Earth First was created during the early 1980’s as a group that sought to confront 
corporate interests that were seen as the countermovement of the environmental 
movement. (Inglasbee 1996, 264).  ELF members see themselves as a product of Abbey.  
The organization as a whole is an international group that seeks ecological justice for the 
Earth. (Pickering 2007, 42).   Daniel McGowan was a member of the “family” (If a Tree 
Falls 2011), an ELF cell out of Eugene, Oregon, and was just released from federal 
custody.  McGowan appeared in the documentary film If a Tree Falls: The Story of Earth 
Liberation Front (2011).  McGowan was one of the members that was caught and 
prosecuted by the F.B.I in Operation Backfire.  
McGowan explains how the group became more radicalized due to a protest that 
occurred in Eugene Oregon: “After what they did to us in Eugene, we got tired of writing 
letters…. What’s the point? Thousands of letters and no action… We decided that maybe 
we should start sabotaging the businesses”. (If a Tree Falls 2011). During this event, the 
protesters representing Earth First started making a human chain to block the 
construction of a parking lot. (If a Tree Falls 2011).   
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According to McGowan (If a Tree Falls 2011), the company Symantec was going 
to build an extended parking lot that would have meant the cutting down of several 
hundred year old oak trees. “That’s when the police showed up in riot gear. The police 
pepper spraying protesters and attacking the non-violent activist.” (If a Tree Falls 2011).  
McGowan then praises one of his fellow protestors for their courage, as he was in a tree 
and the police used 6 cans of pepper spray on the protestor’s genitals and eventually took 
all of them into custody. (If a Tree Falls 2011).  “We decided that a new way needed to be 
implemented and we turned to our sister group ALF on how to eco-tage.” (If a Tree Falls 
2011).   
 The structure of ELF’s organization is based off of autonomous cells.  These cells 
are franchises of the overall movement’s goals and political agendas.  The creation of cells 
allows the group to thrive against an overwhelming law enforcement presence. 
(Pickering 2007, 42).  ELF’s organization is seen more in terms of a radical social 
movement than a political activist organization. This structure is best explained by the 
group’s informational communiqués relayed in the following proclamation: 
This cell structure has been extremely effective in ensuring continuation of 
the organization with minimal arrests.  Law enforcement, particularly in 
North America, is trained to recognize and deal with organizations that 
have a leader, a hierarchy and a central headquarters.  The ELF does not 
contain any of these….The cell structure is a type of guerilla tactic that has 
been successfully employed by various movements around the world for 
ages. (Pickering 2007, 42).  
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 A web search conducted through Google produced a website that claims representation 
as the official website for the Earth Liberation Front. (earth-liberation-front.org).   
The mission of ELF is “To defend and protect the Earth for future generations by 
means of direct action, and then the high moral road must be taken in order to succeed.” 
(earth-liberation-front.org). Direct action is construed to mean through any means 
necessary which include the use of alternative protest.  McGowan (If a Tree Falls 2011) 
insists “We’re not terrorist, we make sure that all attacks have no victims or hurt anyone, 
that’s the point to preserve life.” As demonstrated earlier in the legislative victories, the 
newly developed ELF sought to expand their abilities to change social injustices in the 
environment.   
ELF first claimed sole responsibility for an attack in the U.S. in 1997, when 
activists burned down a Bureau of Land Management horse corral in 
Oregon (previous attacks had been claimed in conjunction with ALF).  The 
group made national headlines the following year when it claimed 
responsibility for the arson of a ski resort in Vail, Colorado, causing $12 
million in damages, the costliest act of ecoterrorism in American history at 
the time.  The attack included seven separate fires, which destroyed three 
buildings and damaged four chairlifts.  In its communiqué ELF said, 
“Putting profits ahead of Colorado’s wildlife will not be tolerated… We will 
be back if this greedy corporation continues to trespass into wild and 
unroaded areas.”  (Anti-Defamation League 2009).  
 
This assertion was from the Anti-Defamation League, a political organization that does 
not understand the narrative of ELF’s social movement.  According to Tim Lewis, the 
independent film maker who followed the ELF out of Eugene, Oregon, “The attack on 
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the Bureau of Land Management was based solely off of the Warner Creek incident.”(If 
a Tree Falls 2011). 
The following chart displays the historical trends found in the ELF movement: 
 
Table 7  
History regarding ELF Activity created from the ELF webpage  Month/Year 
    
Edward Abbey Publishes "Monkey Wrench Gang" Aug-75 
John Hanna attacks crop dusters in CA.  Seen as original ELF May-77 
Earth First founded by Dave Foreman Jan-80 
Craig Rosebraugh and Leslie Pickering found NAELFPO Jan-97 
ELF attacks U.S. Forest Indust/Ski resort CO causing $24 million in damages Dec-98 
FBI commences Operation Backfire  Jan-04 
 (Earth-Liberation-front.org)  
 ELF’s goals as a group are to inflict monetary damage to public and private 
properties, while ensuring that no life is lost. (If a Tree Falls 2011).  ELF’s guidelines to 
ecotage are stated as follows:  
To cause as much economic damage as possible to a given entity that is profiting 
off the destruction of the natural environment and life for selfish greed and profit.  
To educate the public on the atrocities committed against the environment and 
life.  We will take all necessary precautions against harming life. (Pickering 2007, 
1).  
 
The ELF boasts that its alternative methods are sought to inflict property not 
casualty figures, yet the popular methodology chosen by ELF is arson against 
government property and businesses.  According to the Anti-Defamation League (2009), 
Although there has never been an injury or death stemming from an ELF action, it 
can happen regardless how carefully things are planned in advance. A critical 
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evaluation of past ELF actions exposes the obvious: arson is a dangerous and 
unpredictable strategy that can get out of control very easily.  
 
While the ELF’s website seeks to establish a central voice towards the ever changing 
spectrum of its struggle with capitalism, it also maintains a public relations wing to 
publish its secret underground communiqués.  
The North American Earth Liberation Front Press Office (NAELFPO) 
communicates secret covert operations of ELF activists and pushes ELF literature on the 
public.  NAELFPO ‘s mission statement is “is to act as a legal, above ground news service 
dedicated to exposing the political and social motives of behind the covert direct actions 
of ELF.” (Pickering 2007, 2).  NAELFPO was founded by Leslie Pickering and Craig 
Rosebraugh, two environmental and animal rights activists.   
Leslie Pickering was an animal rights activist whose interest was in social 
oppression, and he joined a group called the Liberation Collective out of Portland, 
Oregon. (Pickering 2007, 3).  Pickering expands on his early involvement into 
environmental activism and social oppression in the following paragraph:  
The philosophical basis of the organization at that point was that all forms 
of institutional oppression are born of a single cause: the system.  If it were 
not for the capitalism, racism, sexism, that the system perpetrates upon 
world and each one of us, then there would be no clear cuts, no vivisection, 
no Persian gulf war, no Nike corporation.  Our objective was linking social 
justice movements to end all oppression.  But our methods of achieving this 
righteous goal, however were not successful…During approximately the 
same period, a group of unknown individuals was building another 
organization with a similar philosophy but with very different methods…I 
had been very interested in the underground actions of the Animal 
Liberation Front for a number of years, actively researched all the 
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information I could find about the organization and even did significant 
fundraising for the ALF press office and support group.  I imagined the 
potential of an organization using tactics similar to those of the ALF, but 
whose objectives went beyond the liberation of animals to the liberation of 
the entire Earth. (Pickering 2007, 3). 
 
Pickering and Rosebraugh became the spokespersons for the ELF/ALF movements with 
distributing ELF/ALF material and its communiqués via NAELFPO.  Pickering’s 
involvement in NAELFPO was that of a medium to pass along information of the group’s 
activities to the public.  The following passage is an example of the communiqués 
received from ELF regarding an operation:   
On behalf of the lynx, five buildings and four ski lifts at Vail were reduced 
to ashes on the night of Sunday, October 18th.  Vail, Inc. is already the largest 
ski operation in North American and now wants to expand even further.  
The 12 miles of roads and 885 acres of clear cuts will ruin the last, best lynx 
habitat in the state.  Putting profits ahead of Colorado’s wildlife will not be 
tolerated.  This action is just a warning.  We will be back if this greedy 
corporation continues to trespass into wild and un-roaded areas.  For your 
safety and convenience we strongly advise skiers to choose other 
destinations until Vail cancels its inexcusable plans for expansion. 
(Pickering 2007, 13). 
 
 Pickering, who has left NAELFPO, still faces scrutiny from the U.S. government.  
In 2013, Pickering found in his mail a hand written notice for the U.S. postal service to 
log information regarding his mail to law enforcement officials. (Nixon 2013).  This 
harassment has not just been limited to collecting his mail; there has also been an internal 
investigation into Pickering’s ties as a spokesperson who relayed communiqués from ELF 
and ALF during his time at NAELFPO. (Kelly 2013). 
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  Craig Rosebraugh, who appears to be a controversial figure to the U.S. 
government, is an example of an environmental activist turned ELF spokesperson.  
Rosebraugh started out in animal protesting, but later became the official spokesperson 
for ELF.  Rosebraugh, along with Pickering, would pass along communications from ELF 
members and leadership and deliver it to the public through NAELFPO.  Rosebraugh 
(2004) recalls one of his first communiqués from ALF in his work Burning Rage of a Dying 
Planet: Speaking for the Earth Liberation Front.   
Greetings,  
On Monday July 21, 1997, under nearly a full moon, the Animal Liberation 
Front paid a visit to the Cavel West Horse Murdering Plant at 1607 SE 
Railroad Avenue in Redmond, Oregon.  About 35 gallons of vegan jello was 
brought in with the team.  Next, a number of large holes were drilled into 
the rear wall of the slaughterhouse office to bypass potential alarms on the 
doors or windows.  Next, the area that housed the refrigeration units was 
located and again large holes were drilled through the wall at that part of 
the slaughterhouse.  Two teams then poured the jello into numerous Holes 
and quickly began to assemble the three electrically timed incendiary 
devices that would bring to a screeching halt what countless protests and 
letter writing campaigns could never stop.  While these devices were being 
assembled some members of the team entered a storage 
shed/office/construction site (all part of Cavel West’s operations) and left 
the remaining 10 gallons or so of jello for dessert.  Then two gallons of 
muriatic acid was poured into the air conditioning vents to taint and 
destroy any horse flesh that may have survived the fire.  Finally, the 
incendiary devices were set to ignite at exactly the same time.  
Unfortunately, as the battery was being connected to the device at the 
refrigeration unit a spark started that entire area on fire!  Fortunately, we 
had very thorough back up plans in case anything went wrong and this 
ensured that our departure went quick and smooth.  At least $1,000,000 of 
damage has been done and the entire plant is currently closed and out of 
operation!  The media blackout of this action is intense and thorough but 
you know what?... The horses don’t mind.-Animal Liberation Front-Equine 
& Zebra Liberation Network. (Rosebraugh 2004, 22). 
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This attack was a cooperative effort between ELF and ALF, as Jacob Ferguson (the same 
ELF member who burned down the Oakridge station) and a few other ELF members 
participated on the raid on the horse factory. (If a Tree Falls 2011).    
Rosebraugh (2004) also examines the reasoning behind government and corporate 
oppression of the ELF.  Rosebraugh’s logic is supported by the eco-socialist tradition in 
tying Marxian traditions of seeing social inequity as created by capitalist and controlled 
through the mechanics of real politik by the U.S. government. (Rosebraugh 2004, 22).  
Rosebraugh’s involvement in NAELFPO has given him much unwanted attention from 
the FBI and the U.S. congress. (Anti-Defamation League 2009).  Under threat of 
prosecution, Rosebraugh severed ties to Earth Liberation Front and had to step down as 
spokesperson of ELF.  Rosebraugh’s involvement with ELF made him the subject of 
several subpoenas by federal grand juries in relation to ELF activities and compelled him 
to testify before a joint committee in congress. (Anti-Defamation League 2009).  While the 
ELF as a group is spread out across the U.S. and in Europe, it developed its structure of 
off what it considers it’s “sister group”. (Anti-Defamation League 2009).   
Animal Liberation Front 
 
While the ELF has demonstrated that the only way to change the status quo is 
through monkey wrenching or eco-tage, the Animal Liberation Front has an extensive 
background in using alternative methods towards seeking its goals as well.  There are 
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many different radical animal rights groups in the U.S. that use ecotage to further their 
own political agendas.  The Animal Liberation Front was selected for this study due to 
the plethora of terrorist attacks within the U.S. from 1990-2010 and the same notoriety 
that their ecotage partners the ELF received. According to the Anti-Defamation League 
(2009), 
The Animal Liberation Front is the nation’s most active extreme 
animal rights movement of anonymous underground cells that 
oppose any form of animal experimentation and perceived 
mistreatment; it aims to rescue animals from “places of abuse” and 
to inflict economic damage to those who profit from the misery and 
exploitation of animals.  ALF cells have claimed responsibility for 
hundreds of direct actions, a euphemism for crimes that include 
freeing animals from their owners and property destruction.  
 
There are other notable groups such as the Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty Group that 
are similar, yet they lack the precedence in domestic ecotage attacks.  The ALF is very 
similar to the ELF in its organizational structure and decentralized leadership, and also 
has a long history or working side by side with the ELF. 
  While there is a dispute over who founded the Animal Liberation Front, there is 
one accepted principle: that the group was founded by an animal activist codenamed 
“Valerie.” (Newkirk 1992). The earliest report of a terrorist attack by the Animal 
Liberation Front was in 1979, at New York University.  A group of radicals broke into the 
medical sciences laboratory and released five animals to safety. (Newkirk 1992).  
 ALF’s primary objective (which is very similar to ELF’s) is to “effectively allocate 
resources (time and money) to end the property status of nonhuman animals.  To abolish 
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institutionalized animal exploitation because it assumes that animals are property.” 
(Animal Liberation Front.com).  ALF’s primary modus operandi is to use direct action 
rather than lobbying or voting, as the animal rights movement over the years has become 
more radicalized in using alternative methods to protesting.  ALF believes they must take 
matters into their own hands at any cost to ensure the safety of animals in all aspects of 
society, from being in the science laboratory to animal abuses by people or local 
governments. Just like their environmental brethren, the ELF, the ALF has had notable 
success in sabotaging private industry and government offices and causing mass 
destruction in property damage.   
According to a report issued by the FBI, from 1992-2002, ALF was responsible for 
$45 million dollars in damages to properties belonging to both public and private groups. 
(Federal Bureau of Investigation 2002). The ALF seeks to maximize monetary damages to 
the government and to the public through the pocketbook.  The group realizes, much like 
ELF, that they have to minimize casualties to ensure the support of their groups and to 
continue to recruit from the environmental movement. 
 Former Animal Liberation Front member Rod Coronado asserts, “I wish I could 
do it again! I have absolutely no regrets and I hope the same thing continues to happen 
at Michigan State University and every other college campus that does animal research.” 
(Anti-Defamation League 2009).   
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Coronado started out in an environmental activist group, the Sea Sheppard 
Conservation Society, but was later connected to the Animal Liberation Front with his 
participation in arson at the University of California at Irvine, which cost the university 
$3.5 million dollars in damages.  Throughout his time in prison and his representation as 
a spokesperson for ALF, Coronado is nothing short of controversial as a member of ALF 
and a convicted felon/ecoterrorist. (Anti-Defamation League 2009). 
The following table categorizes ALF’s philosophy on Animal Rights, Welfare and 
Use.  The chart was constructed to demonstrate the complexity of ALF regarding the 
organization as a whole.  The group remains leaderless, as a franchise organization 
similar to that of international terrorist organizations.  The enfranchisement of 
environmental resistance by ELF and ALF has created many road blocks for law 
enforcement.  In the case of Operation Backfire, it took law enforcement several years to 
build a case against ELF members operating out of Eugene, Oregon. (Engdall 2001).  The 
following chart exemplifies the philosophies of ALF and its goals towards animal rights 
and welfare for the movement.  Also, I constructed the following model to expand upon 
the ELF/ALF’s operational structure as a terrorist organization. 
Table 8-  ALF's Categorization 
on Philosophy Animal Use Animal Welfare Animal Rights 
        
Philosophy and Beliefs 
Uneducated Humans do not 
deserve animals 
Humans are 
stewards 
No more 
"Speciesism" 
 Treat Animals Humanely 
Moral 
Obligation/Ethics 
Animals equal 
footing 
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                                                                                                  (Animal Liberation Front.com) 
Eco-terrorism Operational Strategy Model 
 
 The strategy for eco-terrorism has been to inflict financial damage to groups or 
governments through the use of ecotage.  This asymmetrical strategy can trace its roots 
back to antiquity. While the actors change over time, the methodology remains intact.  
The following statement sums up the zero sum gained psychology that is present in 
ecoterrorist psyche in relation to justification for attacks: 
If their assaults be verbal, their defense must be likewise verbal; if 
the sword is draw against them, they may also take arms and fight 
either with tongue or hand as occasion is, Yea if they assailed by 
surprises, they may make use of ambuscades and countermines, 
there being no rule in lawful war that directs them for the manner, 
whether it be by open assailing their enemy, or by close surprising: 
provided always that they carefully distinguish between 
advantageous stratagems and perfidious treason, which is always 
unlawful. (Laqueur 2004, 31). 
 
 The aforementioned modus operandi of ELF and ALF has been vandalism and 
arson.  The goal of these groups is to inflict as much financial damage as possible.  This 
        
Acceptable Activities for 
Animals No Factory Farming 
No Factory 
Farming 
Companion Animals 
ok 
 Research only that serves greater good Ethics Part of the Family 
 
No use for Food , only 
humane treatment   
 Tolerable Treatment   
        
Political/Social Activities Lobby Congress 
Welfare does not 
help  Groups mislead 
 Protest Against Malfeasance Movement Need to stay vigilant 
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allows them to minimize collateral damage and to use soft targeting capabilities.  A search 
through the START database produced the following results regarding ELF and ALF 
attacks in the U.S. by arson and vandalism; as noted earlier, the data demonstrates the 
targets selected which include Business/Government and Private Citizens by ELF from 
1996-2010.  As mentioned before, from the activist’s perspectives, this is nothing more 
than an alternative form of protest.  From the security paradigm as a policy maker and 
terrorism analyst, these acts of sabotage fit the loose and broadly interpreted definitions 
of terrorist acts.  
The operational strategy model is divided into three sub-group categories. 
Through extensive research into ALF and ELF, I was able to create a model that will 
enhance the understanding of how these groups operate.  The model’s categories were 
selected for their universal appeal.  The categories were provided through analysis of 
Bruce Hoffman’s terrorist group structures. (Hoffman 2002, 309).  Hoffman states that 
these groups all have specific categories that make up the organization as a whole.  
Hoffman applies this model to international Al-Salafiya groups, yet one can apply these 
same operational categories to the environmental movement. 
 “The professional cadre.”   Hoffman postulates that these include the most dedicated 
and professional elements within Al-Qaeda. (Hoffman 2002, 309).  The professional cadre 
within the ELF would be the brains or the intellectual segments of the group.  The 
“family” that was brought down by Operation Backfire consisted of highly intellectual 
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members who hold college degrees and come from middle-to upper class backgrounds. 
(If a Tree Falls 2011).  The group needs dedicated members that will be entrusted with 
highly sensitive information to carry out the goals and policies of the organization as a 
whole.  However, the group and its functions as a whole do not require full operational 
supervision to reach its goals. (Scarce 1990)  As stated previously, the structure of 
ELF/ALF is ambiguous cells with no central hierarchical authority. 
 “The trained amateurs.” This level of categorization is best associated with the 
franchisee of Al-Qaeda. (Hoffman 2002, 309).  However, within eco-terrorism circles, this 
is the heart and soul of the movement itself. The ELF and ALF thrive on empowering 
individuals to go out and take matters into their own hands through eco-tage.  In the case 
of Al-Qaeda, the fundamental principle within creating a cell is promoted primarily by 
the amateur element that receives instruction from leadership for future events.  The ELF 
and ALF share a similar aspect with this only in terms of construction, as the members 
are recruited from other environmental groups.   Outside of the construction of the group, 
the day to day operations are run by amateurs, thus the efforts of law enforcement in 
dismantling cells within the U.S. has not been successful due to the lack of professionals 
within the movement itself. 
 “The local walk-ins.” Hoffman defines this group as the recruitment links of Al-
Qaeda coming up through the ranks within the organization. (Hoffman 2002, 310).  This 
would be similar to the internet following of the ELF and ALF.  Much of the recruitment 
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and rhetoric is done through cyberspace and the mass media. (Animal Planet).  The walk-
ins would be dissatisfied citizens who seek an alternative way of resolving their disputes 
through joining the ELF and ALF.  This particular categorization lies heavily with 
creating cells all over the U.S. to spread the organization’s agenda. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9- The Ecoterrorism Operational Support Model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Franchise 
Local Operations Leadership 
ELF & ALF 
“Trained Amateurs” 
**More willing to 
make a name for 
themselves 
“Professional Cadre” 
**Provides temporary 
leadership to members 
and inspires 
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U.S. Government Responses 
 
 As demonstrated above, the social movements of the ELF and ALF have put the 
U.S. government in a difficult position in enforcing legal codes.  The legal codes or public 
policy towards terrorism has progressed, as well as the definition of what constitutes a 
terrorist attack.  The government’s responses to eco-terrorist attacks are part of the 
intricate relationships that Wendt expands upon on his agency structure theory on social 
construction: “It is then a plausible step to believe that the properties of agents and those 
of social structures are both relevant to explanations of social behavior.” (Wendt 1987, 
338).  The properties of the agents is the transformation of social movements, as 
postulated by Della Porta’s radicalization theory on social structures, and social 
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structures represent the U.S. government’s response to such phenomenon through the 
shaping of the definition of terrorism in U.S. public policy. 
The Green Scare 
 The green scare is the campaign of the U.S, government against animal rights and 
environmentalist through its progression of policies that seek to capitalize on the post 
9/11 era of terrorism. (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014)  The green scare led to the 
prosecution of ELF and ALF members nationwide. (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014).  
The environmentalists compare this to the red scare of communist during the latter part 
of the 19th century in the U.S. (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014). However, it is worth 
noting that this green scare has specific groups behind the scenes lobbying for stiffer 
penalties against ecotage. (Civil Liberties Defense Center 2014).     The following sections 
are cases in which environmentalists have been prosecuted under new auspices of 
authority courtesy of U.S. public policy towards terrorism.  From the policy makers’ 
security stand point, these cases are seen as victories in the war on these eco-terrorists. 
Operation Backfire 2006 
Operation Backfire was an FBI sting operation that resulted in the capture and 
prosecution of ELF and ALF members.  The operation was deemed largely successful by 
the FBI in mitigating the threats from ALF and ELF:   
“To date, Operation Backfire has had impressive results: more than 40 criminal 
acts ranging from vandalism to arson have been solved.  Seventeen individuals 
have been indicted, and 15 of them pled guilty and were sentenced in 2007 to jail 
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time ranging from 37 months to 188 months.” (Federal Bureau of Investigation 
2008).    
 
The overall significance of Operation Backfire was not the government’s capture 
of these individuals, it was the new phase attached to the prosecution of terrorist acts in 
which the defendants receive stiffer penalties under this new enhanced terrorism statute 
found in the Patriot Act title VII. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat).  This 
led many in the group to plea out their case for lesser punishment; however, Daniel 
McGowan, who was part of Operation Backfire, initially refused to cooperate, but facing 
2 life sentences plus 60 years for arson, finally took a plea deal. (If a Tree Falls 2011). 
SHAC 7 
 SHAC stands for Stop Huntingdon Animal =Cruelty. SHAC is an international 
group that seeks to stop Huntingdon Life Sciences from experimenting and torturing 
animals in the name of science. (Green is the new red 2014).  SHAC7 is a group of activists 
who created a website and a company called Stop Huntingdon Cruelty USA Inc. 
(SHAC7) The SHAC7 members were Lauren Gazzola, Jacob Conroy, Joshua Harper, 
Andrew Stepanian, Darius Fullmer, and Kevin Kjonaas. (Green is the new Red 2014).  
SHAC7 ran a website that purportedly relayed threatening and anti-animal experiment 
rhetoric under the auspices of a non-for profit organization, Stop Huntingdon Cruelty 
USA Inc. (Kocieniewski 2006).  
The group was convicted under the government’s first real use of AEPA and its 
members are now serving time in federal prison. (Kocieniewski 2006).  This conviction 
168 
 
 
 
was seen as an attack on the first amendment rights, which has fueled environmentalists 
to push for their immediate release.  This case exemplifies the progression of how U.S. 
public policy has been further driven to an ambiguous legal dilemma that can hinder 
social groups such as environmentalists.  According to SHAC7’s fundraising website, the 
group did not participate in violent acts, rather it ran the website supporting the animal 
rights movement. (SHAC7 2014). The website also boasts that Andrew Stepanian served 
his time at a new type of federal prison that was created specifically for terrorists, the 
Communications Management Units. (SHAC7 2014).  I will analyze in the next few 
sections exactly what a communications management unit is and why this is important 
to the progression of U.S. public policy.  While the SHAC7 demonstrates the overstepping 
of U.S. authority on civil liberties, United States v. Eric McDavid demonstrates the 
expansion of law enforcement’s abilities under the auspices of the Patriot Act in 
developing and prosecuting Earth activist Eric McDavid. 
United States. v. Eric McDavid 
 Eric McDavid is a young environmental activist who attended several protests and 
met other like-minded environmentalists.  More importantly, he met an activist named 
“Anna” (Support Eric McDavid).  According to McDavid, Anna was a political activist 
whose passion towards social justice drew him close to her and two others: Zachery 
Jensen and Lauren Weiner. (Support Eric McDavid).   McDavid states that Anna, who 
was really an FBI informant, entrapped the group into planning a set of arsons against 
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private industry and government buildings in California. (Support Eric McDavid).  Anna 
eventually informed the FBI, and McDavid, along with Weiner and Jensen, were charged 
with conspiracy to commit arson. (Support Eric McDavid).  McDavid’s support website 
contains all the legal pleadings associated with his case, and one claim in particular that 
I want to explore is the government’s assertion about this undercover untrained 
informant named Anna. (Support Eric McDavid).     
The following is an account from McDavid’s plea on a motion to Dismiss the Indictment 
Based upon Violation of the Due Process Clause and Outrageous Government mis-
conduct: 
“Anna” the informant… At present, not much is known about Anna.  The 
important information is that the FBI alleges that she went to work for them 
in 2004 as an informant for pay, that she has no prior record, that she has 
successfully assisted in at least 12 undercover “anarchist” investigations.  
The defense has uncovered numerous persons who advise that “Anna” was 
involved in trying to talk people into committing criminal acts as early as 
2003; thus, Anna either worked earlier than the FBI states or else she was in 
actuality a criminal at that point.  In 2004, Anna was traveling around 
numerous parts of the United States attempting to infiltrate legal and 
legitimate protest and politically motivated groups.  Although she did not 
limit herself to any particular type of political protestor she did target 
young males, those who identify themselves as “anarchists” or “green 
anarchists” (Support Eric McDavid).   
 
This statement exemplifies the enhancement in law enforcement capabilities outlined in 
Title VII of the U.S. Patriot Act. (Cornell Law Pub. L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat ).  
Furthermore, the legalities involved in having untrained undercover informants 
traveling to environmental groups across the country and encouraging eco-attacks is 
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rather disturbing.  McDavid’s legal team asserts that this is nothing more than 
entrapment, as McDavid and the other defendants did not carry out any attacks rather 
talked about it. (Support Eric McDavid). The following information is directly from the 
same motion and it entails the civil liberties that the F.B.I violated in prosecuting 
McDavid. 
The intersection of Anna and Eric’s lives, in the times they lived in, resulted 
in the indictment of Eric McDavid in violation of his many rights as follows: 
1. His first Amendment Rights were violated; 
2. There was outrageous misconduct in attempting to make an explosive 
device; 
3. There was outrageous misconduct in the general manner of the 
investigation 
4.  There were illegal searches of e-mail and computers 
5. There were illegal searches of e-mail and computers 
6. There was illegal video and audio surveillance 
7. There was an illegal search in violation of cartilage 
8. There was an illegal search of a car and contents 
9. There was an illegal warrantless arrest and warrantless search on date of 
arrest 
10. There was illegal contact with a represented party 
11. There was illegal interference with the right to counsel of choice and 
disparaging of defense counsel 
12. There was misconduct in inflammatory public remarks 
13. There may be late filed discovery by the government 
14. There must be exhaustive and complex “taint” hearing, such that no 
witness may be competent to testify as they may have been exposed to evidence 
obtained unlawfully… (Support Eric McDavid).   
 
These violations are completely legal under the auspices of Title II of the Patriot Act under 
the ability for the government to conduct the surveillance of terrorists. (Cornell Law Pub. 
L. 107-56, Oct. 26, 2001, 115 Stat ).  This section demonstrates the expansion of law 
enforcement capabilities coupled with the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
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terrorism, as the prosecution of McDavid demonstrates that environmental activism can 
lead to terrorism.  Currently, according to McDavid’s website, he is serving his federal 
prison sentence of 20 years in FCI Terminal Island in California. (Support Eric McDavid).    
Animal and Ecological Terrorism Act 2008 Controversy 
 The progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism does not end with the 
AETA 2006, there was also the proposed Animal and Ecological Terrorist Act of 2008 
(AETA 2008), Although the act did not pass, it is worthy to note the due diligence of 
corporate entities involved in the animal enterprise and ecology fields that wanted a piece 
of legislation that further drew the boundary lines between animal/ecological protest and 
animal/ecological terrorism.  
In addition to serving the government’s interest in silencing political 
dissent and finding terrorists the branding of radical environmental 
activists as terrorists also serves the interests of private industry.  In 
its statements regarding its “Animal and Ecological Terrorism Act, 
discussed above, ALEC (American Legislative Exchange Council) 
clarified that it is the protection of profit, not human life, that it is 
concerned about.  The Model Act pamphlet reported that the ELF 
had caused $50 million in property damages and that the USA 
Patriot Act is not powerful enough to punish ELF activists because 
it requires the death of or harm to people, an element not 
characteristic of eco-terrorists. (R.K. Smith 2008, 575). 
 
The underlying principle that is set forth in the AEPA, compared to the AETA, is the 
expansion by adding language to include the criminal acts of groups like ELF and ALF 
in the same spectrum as Al-Qaeda.   
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As noted by Rebecca Smith (2008) earlier, the American Legislative Exchange 
Council (ALEC), in its publication titled A Report on: Animal and Ecological Terrorism, seeks 
to push the AETA agenda through each state if it is not successful through the federal 
government. (American Legislative Exchange Council 2003).  In its report, ALEC states 
that while the federal government has the ability to prosecute domestic terrorism, it is 
limited in its ability to go after ecoterrorism due to the definitions. The report states, 
“What is needed is more effective legislation that targets a wide range of crimes that are 
committed by these groups.”(American Legislative Exchange Council 2003, 15).  ALEC 
expands further, and postulates that states have not been successful in combating eco-
terrorism because they are relying heavily on their own vandalism and property damages 
laws, which is not enough to deter eco-terrorists, and calls for a more stringent measures 
to be adopted. (American Legislative Exchange Council 2003, 12).    
As expanded upon earlier, ecotage is the primary methodology used for these 
groups to inflict financial damage on anyone who seeks environmental degradation and 
animal abuse.  While their attacks have been calculated towards meeting this goal, there 
has not been a single incident of taking human life or the use of other methodologies 
employed by other known radical groups.   
States that were affected the most throughout the past twenty years enacted laws 
to counter the growing threat of eco-terrorism.  According to the Animal and Legal 
Historical Center (2013), 28 states across the continental U.S. have active eco-terrorism 
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legislation.  The legislation covers both ecological resource attacks as well as enterprise 
attacks. (Animal Legal and Historical Center 2013). 
As Rebecca Smith (2008) notes above in her example, there are cases of abuse by 
the government against nonviolent environmental protest groups. An expansion of 
power from the AETA would more than likely create more problems legally than it would 
resolve, as reported by the Inspector General as a direct violation of a group’s first 
amendment rights. (Markon 2010).  This also solidifies much of the research presented in 
this chapter regarding the competition between the environmental rights movement and 
private industry. However, the aforementioned analysis encompasses legal frameworks, 
prosecutions and case laws in which environmentalists have been victimized by the 
ambiguity in defining terrorism through the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism.  The next section, I will examine where these environmentalist end up.  Do 
they wind up in special camps within the federal detention system? The next section 
solidifies exactly what this dissertation sought to explore, which is how eco-terrorists can 
be considered on the same pedestal as Al-Qaeda. 
Communications Management Units 
 In post 9/11 America, as a response to terrorism and enhanced penalties thereof, 
the U.S. government began constructing alternative federal prisons to house special 
inmates. (Center for Constitutional rights 2014). According to the Center for 
Constitutional rights, Communications Management Units are made up of prisoners that 
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have been prosecuted under the terrorism enhancement guidelines and are deemed a 
terrorist. (Center for Constitutional rights 2014). A majority of these prisoners are 
Muslim. (Center for Constitutional rights 2014).  The prisoners are more isolated from the 
outside world as they are only able to receive visits and phone calls from family members 
(Center for Constitutional rights 2014). Unfortunately, for the environmentalist that is 
tried as a terrorist, they are also put in these secretive prisons that are not disclosed to the 
general public. (If a Tree Falls 2011).  Also, Andrew Stepanian from the SHAC7 case is 
housed in a federal CMU prison. (SHAC7 2014). This is due in part because of the shift in 
legislation through the dynamics of what constitutes terrorist groups and terrorist acts.  
So McDavid, McGowan and Stepanian can share the same fate as that of Khalid Sheikh 
Mohammed who was the mastermind of the 9/11 attacks.  
 
Conclusion 
 
When reflecting upon the literature that substantively examined definitions of 
terrorism, public policy and the prosecutions of environmental groups, I have recognized 
the need to further analyze the relationships between the progression of U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism and ALF/ELF attacks. Do these attacks change public policy?  
Do they cause them to be more punitive? In selecting an appropriate methodology to 
research this issue further, I have found studies in quantitative and qualitative traditions. 
The end result of this research includes a descriptive understanding of how 
ambiguously terrorism has been defined by U.S. public policy over the years and the 
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radical transformation of Della Porta’s social structures as the environmental movement 
gives birth to ALF/ELF.  I also demonstrate that wealth per capita income may play a 
factor in determining where attacks will occur; this could be described as an evolutionary 
competition between the environmental progression movement and capitalism or as a 
by-product of Wendt’s social construction. 
 The analysis of the relationships between ALF/ELF and the U.S. government 
solidify the theoretical framework s of Della Porta’s radicalization structure theory and 
its inherent agency-structure orient postulated by Wendt.  The social movement of the 
environmentalists used societal norms of protest accepted by both government and 
citizens, which did not work.  According to Daniel McGowan (If a Tree Falls 2011), “The 
idea that we could change society through collective action and civil disobedience was 
eroding in everyone’s mind… it wasn’t working.”  The transformation of peaceful civil 
disobedience to ecotage and arson has catapulted the environmentalist as a whole from 
social organization to eco-terrorism.  The literature presented in this study demonstrated 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the underlying definition of terrorism has created an 
ambiguity in implementing the public policy towards terrorism.  Are groups like ELF 
and ALF truly as dangerous as AL-Qaeda?  Is there a way to bridge the gap between 
environmentalists and the U.S. government through discourse?  These questions lead to 
further inquiry into methods to repair the damage that the socially constructed definition 
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(presented in ch.2) has created as a form of repression against social movements in the 
U.S.   
From this analysis, I postulate that these groups are oppressed by the ambiguity 
of the definition of terrorism.  My statement rests with the evidence of miscarriages of 
justices by the F.B.I and its pursuit of these groups as if they were the same as Al-Qaeda.  
The ambiguity of the definition of terrorism was exhaustive in ch.2, and from the 
perspective of the environmental justice movement, “One man’s terrorist is another 
man’s freedom fighter” (P. Hoffman 2004, 936). 
 In this chapter, I analyzed the social structures involved in the development and 
the current state of affairs for the ALF and ELF.  I analyzed the environmental movement 
in the U.S. as it progressed from civil disobedience to ecotage.  This chapter gave ELF/ALF 
the voice that was needed in further understanding the Eco-terrorism phenomenon.  As 
the radicalization of social movements leads to groups shifting their agendas and tactics, 
therein lies a conflict between interpreting group’s actions as an extension of civil protest 
and labeling such actions as terrorism.  The philosophy of both the ALF and ELF, as 
previously mentioned, was to preserve life on the earth, not destroy it.  This would be at 
odds with contemporary research into what constitutes a terrorist act.   
The groups as a whole have been very successful at maintaining a campaign of 
sabotage while remaining anonymous and keeping law enforcement scrambling.  
However, from the activist paradigm, ELF/ALF represent the one anomaly that is always 
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present in terrorism studies.  This anomaly rests with the very definition of what 
constitutes a terrorist attack or how groups are defined as terrorist.  I will seek to examine 
this topic further as I remove my activist lens and step into the security realm. 
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Chapter 6 
Discussions and Implications of Study 
 
Discussion  
This study of eco-terrorist attacks by ALF/ELF and the progression of U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism contribute to the fields of conflict studies ecoterrorism.   The 
most important contributing factors of this study have been that eco-terrorism as a 
phenomenon is not statistically significant in relation to the progression of U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism, and that the ambiguity of the definition of terrorism may cause 
repression against environmental groups.   
Terrorism as a definition is ambiguous, which also creates ambiguity in U.S. public 
policy making on terrorism.  Environmental activism can be mis-interpreted as eco-
terrorism, as their understanding of terrorism conflicts with U.S. public policy. The 
histograms demonstrated a normal curve peaking around 2002; this could be contributed 
to many environmental issues that were present during this time through the agency 
structure outlined by Wendt as a byproduct of terrorism becoming socially constructed 
to fit a universal definition.  The groups at conflict are the environmentalist lobby and 
private industry.  However, the lull in attacks could be contributed to a post 9/11 America 
with new legislative initiatives and the country’s on edge sentiment towards terrorism. 
The definition of terrorism, along with the definition of environmental terrorism, 
has created many issues for terrorism scholars to contend with. This has proved to be the 
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very fallacy towards understanding eco-terrorism. Did eco-terrorist attacks peak in 2001-
2002 due to a new interpretation as to what constitutes a terrorist attack?  Does the new 
Patriot Act definition and its strong-arming of civil liberties create an environment where 
these acts of ecotage are terrorist acts?  As mentioned previously, there are examples of 
civil activism being associated with ecoterrorism. As Rebecca Smith (2008) notes, this 
makes the definition of ecoterrorism a comfort word for corporate and government 
entities who seek to quell protest. (575). 
Implications  
It was established in this dissertation that the underlying relationships between 
ELF/ALF and the progression of U.S. public policy towards terrorism are mutually 
exclusive.  It was also established that these two groups have been repressed by the 
implementation of U.S. public policy, as outlined in in Ch.5.  This interpretation rests 
upon data analysis as to whether U.S. public policy was created to influence ELF/ALF 
activity or to silence political dissent.  However, when analyzing the relationships 
between ELF and U.S. public policy, an alternative result occurred.   
Since the post 9/11 era, ELF attacks have been declining; this could be interpreted 
as two specific factors. First, the ELF is in direct competition for political capital with their 
private industry counterparts.  The FBI broke up a major cell during Operation Backfire 
which put many in hiding.  Also, there are many environmental groups distancing 
themselves away from ELF and its activities due to the prosecutions of groups like 
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SHAC7, and individuals such as Daniel McGowan and Eric McDavid. Second, while they 
share targets and methodology, ELF’s counterpart ALF has more focus on tangible 
results.  Tangible results are measured by saving animals, rather than saving the planet, 
which can localize attacks more towards universities and corporations involved in animal 
experiments and allows them to attack softer targets.  Tangible results have been 
observed as a key factor in future recruitment.  The public and animal activists can better 
measure results than those of ecologists, for example burning down a factory vs. saving 
puppies from extermination.  The popularity of these tangible results has given animal 
rights radicals a leg up over their ecological counterparts. 
Wealth does not appear to play a factor within this paradigm shift between 
activism and radical.  It does, however, contribute to the overall class struggle between 
private industry and the environmental movement. As demonstrated in this study, 
higher than average per capita income was not a significant factor relevant to attacks by 
ALF, and while the ELF was inconclusive with regard to the regions of attacks, the main 
victim of attacks from both groups was California and Oregon.  This may be attributed 
to the progressive environmental movement in Oregon.  According to Daniel McGowan 
(If a Tree Falls 2011), Oregon had become a hot bed of environmental activity during the 
1990’s. This is contributed to the logging industry and the inherent environmental 
movements that were in place before.  McGowan states that the environmental groups 
were competing against the industry and the local government in protecting the 
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environment.  Also, as demonstrated in this study, both the ELF/ALF share a socialist 
agenda to re-create society without capitalist traditions, thus there is not a future with 
capitalism in the ecological setting.  This has led to a line drawn in the sand between 
corporate America and Ecoterrorism.  Unfortunately for environmental activists, being 
labeled an eco-terrorist is becoming a vital issue of civil liberties. 
In addition to serving the government’s interest in silencing political 
dissent and finding terrorists the branding of radical environmental 
activists as terrorists also serves the interests of private industry. 
(R.K. Smith 2008, 575). 
 
The implications of understanding the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism and eco-terrorism will add a plethora of future research in understanding the 
social stratifications of corporate greed and its influences on policy making forced upon 
civil society.  This trend will allow the auspices of conflict to persist and grow, due to the 
ambiguity of defining terrorism and due to the fact that U.S. public policy is socially 
constructed to fit within the confines of corporate profits against the environmental 
mainstream. This observation seems to be one of many shared by fellow civil liberties 
activists.   In the following sections I have identified three specific categories that have 
contributed to the fields of conflict studies and terrorism. 
 
 
 
Contribution of Research 
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This study demonstrated that attacks by ELF/ALF and the progression of U.S. 
public policy towards terrorism are mutually exclusive.  If the attacks themselves did not 
progress U.S. public policy towards terrorism, then what did? Wendt (1999) would 
contend that this was a struggle between the environmental movement and private 
industry that is a by-product of agency structure and that private industry has created 
the ambiguity of defining terrorism.  Della Porta (2012) would argue that the 
environmental movement became more radicalized as it grew, so that the small minority 
radicalize due to the progression of the movement.  
The first category, the contribution of this study, has shown the inability to observe 
the intricate relationships between government policy and terrorist attacks; the reason for 
this could be the interpretative nature of quantitative reasoning. Also, through case study 
analysis, there appeared to be a repression on the part of the U.S government.  A 
phenomenological study could build on this research in understanding the ecoterrorism 
and government relationships from a purely qualitative tradition. Within terrorism 
studies, there is a plethora of research analysis, both quantitative and qualitative, 
examining the ecoterrorism tactics, methodology and geospatial analysis.   
However, there lies a void of empirical data analysis on relationships between 
attacks themselves and government responses to terrorism, as well as the economic 
distribution of wealth of states and attacks.  This dissertation sought to bridge that gap 
between understanding these relationships.  The result of such relationships has created 
183 
 
 
 
an anomaly between corporate financed government policies and societal ills.  Within the 
paradigms of U.S. public policy towards terrorism, there has also been a blurring of the 
threshold of ecoterrorism and environmental activism. 
 The second category is to understand how economics plays a factor in the 
ecoterrorist equation. As demonstrated in this study, the victims of attacks have been 
private citizens, businesses and government through the use of arson and property 
damage.  Each of these attacks was due to the creation of a system that has deprived 
segments of society from political capital, based upon a financial centered social system 
that rewards a small minority.  This agency-structure allows for socially constructed laws 
that could inhibit civil liberties.  The survival of the minority group within the overall 
social movement leads to radicalization. (Della Porta 2009, 138).  The American 
economic/political system is best summarized in the following claim: “The present 
American economic system is based on socializing corporate risk and privatizing profit, 
the government serving as the vehicle that protects the major corporations via tax 
shelters, subsidies, tariffs, and bailouts when necessary.”(Smith and Rickert 2009, 953). In 
addition, Rebecca Smith (2008) asserts  
 For several reasons, the term terrorism should not be used to describe acts 
of trespass, vandalism, or other interferences with profits which result in 
no human injury or death.  Most importantly, use of the term terrorism to 
describe these acts diminishes the true meaning of the word.  Additionally, 
branding such acts as terrorism is likely stifling political dissent.  Finally, 
the branding was created by industry groups and is now being used as a 
pretext to ensure the protection of their economic gains at the expense of 
efforts to protect the environment. (575). 
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 The third category rests with the interpretation of action vs. ALEC and new activist 
policies.  ALEC seeks to undermine environmental activism by moving state to state and 
instituting its corporate influenced agenda upon the populations in those states. (Potter 
2013).  However, in order to change the interpretation of terrorism, environmental groups 
need to first educate the public on the importance of how environmental protection can 
be implemented along with societal progression.   
Once people see the tangible results of environmental protection, as they do with 
regards to animal rights protection, then their perspectives may change. As Greenberg 
(2000) points out, “Fundamentally the public does not know that environmental 
protection has been a major player in driving the U.S. to modernize its economy and to 
redevelop its cities and older industrial suburbs.” (124). Shifting paradigms can hinder 
alienation of segments in society through political action.   
Civil activism will only thrive by participation of society, or as Wendt (1999) 
would contend, the relationship between the agency-structure in society. Once the 
number of participants cross a threshold, then governments at the local, state and federal 
levels must change the status quo.  ALEC’s actions are not only worrisome, they represent 
a trend in the new era of terrorism post 9/11.  The Patriot Act represents the U.S. 
government’s response to the global war on terror, yet it should be noted it also 
represents the U.S. government’s war on civil liberties. This could be contributed to the 
ambiguous definitions presented throughout this study as to what constitutes a terrorist.   
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One specific observation could be that the U.S. may need legal frameworks to 
distinguish what constitutes a terrorist attack and what is already considered a crime by 
the definition of such an action.  For instance, if eco groups use arson or other forms of 
property damages, they should not be lumped into the same specific category as that of 
the type of terrorism that was experienced on 9/11.  As McGowan (If a Tree Falls 2011) 
points out, “What we do is preserve life, those warehouses we burned… What we do is 
preserve the earth life everything, that’s why we were careful to not hurt anyone… That’s 
not terrorism; I’m not a terrorist…”  
Ethics and Reflexivity 
 This study did not have any human participants or animals involved.  This study 
was presented to the IRB at Nova Southeastern University and was accepted by the IRB 
to complete without any more review due to the quantitative model and 2nd source data 
provided by the Global Terrorism Database. 
Future Research Concepts 
The primary goal of this study was to analyze what relationships, if any, exist 
between ALF/ELF eco-terrorist attacks and the progression of U.S. public policy towards 
terrorism. This goal was accomplished through data compilation and descriptive 
analysis.  While I had constructed a research design with the full intention of and effort 
in explaining the relationships with the contextual groups of attacks and U.S. public 
policy towards terrorism, I found a void in other analyses on public policy making.   
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However, there are some limitations to this type of research methodology. The 
lack of data points could have also contributed to these findings as well. The use of 
descriptive statistical analysis is limited in scope to one or two variables. (Healey 2009, 
500).  Also, the case study does not develop any new theoretical frameworks; it only 
demonstrates theoretical frameworks that already existed through Wendt’s agency 
structure and Della Porta’s (2009) radical social structures.  In analyzing this 
phenomenon, I could only include two specific groups, ALF and ELF.  These groups were 
selected based upon the frequency and number of attacks. The ALF and ELF provide the 
most attacks, compared to all other groups. 
However, the significance of such group’s attacks and their relationships may not 
provide the needed data saturation in order to prove a significant relationship.  My 
sample size also may play a factor in analysis.  A larger sample size would be needed to 
draw on the conclusions about relationships. There are also a lot of potential variables 
that could impact the frequencies of eco-terrorism, as this has been demonstrated to be a 
complex variable to measure.  One variable would be the definition of terrorism; for 
example, does spray painting “save the puppies” represent a terrorist attack? Well, the 
AEPA would not say so, because it has to be over at least $1,000 in damages, while the 
Patriot Act 2001, AETA 2006 and ALEC state it would.   
There are also explanations as to why these relationships are not demonstrated 
through statistical significance. From a mixed methods standpoint, this research falls 
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short in understanding the phenomenological perspectives that only a phenomenological 
research study could project. Yet this dissertation provides a framework for future 
analysis and models to develop from. 
In conclusion, mitigating the ecoterrorist threat in the U.S. will take more than just 
legislative action.  Ecoterrorism is a grass roots movement, and to understand this 
movement, the government or business must recognize the societal ills that feed this 
machine.  It is also a struggle against two specific groups: the environmentalist lobby and 
private industry.  No longer can animal rights and environmental degradation be 
ignored.  This study sought to bring attention towards civil society and its reactions to 
social ills being pressed upon it by corporate fueled policies that seek to serve both 
government control and keep the economic markets up.   
It is not a matter of fiction, rather just plain fact that throughout history, 
governments use terrorism as a way to control populations through fear and keeping 
their political agendas thriving.  This is constructed through a model of mass hysteria. 
(R.K. Smith 2008, 570).  Social construction of Ecoterrorism allows for a development of 
definitions and expansions of legal frameworks to hinder the progression of civil liberties, 
which in fact may feed the consistent struggle for equitable goals through all means 
necessary. 
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Appendices 
 
Figure 9-ELF Methodology 1990-
2010-*89+    
GTD ID DATE COUNTRY GROUP TARGET TYPE 1 ATTACK TYPE 1 
            
2.00E+11 10/28/1996 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 10/30/1996 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 10/19/1998 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/26/1998 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
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2.00E+11 8/7/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/25/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/30/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Utilities 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/31/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/1/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/20/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 9/9/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 11/27/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/9/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/19/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/30/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/2/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/13/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 2/20/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 3/30/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 4/4/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 4/15/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 6/1/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 7/24/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
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2.00E+11 10/15/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 11/5/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/26/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/26/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 3/24/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 8/11/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 8/18/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 9/2/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 9/21/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 11/26/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/1/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 1/20/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 3/21/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 3/21/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 6/1/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 6/3/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 6/5/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 8/1/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 8/22/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 9/22/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 9/29/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
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2.00E+11 2/7/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 4/20/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 6/14/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.00E+11 12/27/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 1/12/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 2/7/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property Bombing/Explosion 
2.01E+11 4/13/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 4/13/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 11/20/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property Bombing/Explosion 
2.01E+11 11/29/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2.01E+11 11/29/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2.01E+11 1/17/2006 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 3/18/2007 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 3/20/2007 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 3/21/2007 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 3/3/2008 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF)  1 
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Figure 10-ALF Methodology 1990-2010   
GTD ID DATE COUNTRY PERPETRATOR 1 TARGET TYPE 1 ATTACK TYPE 1 
            
1.99E+11 6/10/1991 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
1.99E+11 6/15/1991 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) North America Incendiary 
1.99E+11 12/15/1991 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
1.99E+11 2/28/1992 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
1.99E+11 10/24/1992 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
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1.99E+11 10/24/1992 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 4/11/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 4/14/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 6/10/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 6/15/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 12/24/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 8/31/1996 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 11/12/1996 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/11/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 3/18/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/18/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 7/21/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 11/30/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 5/4/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 6/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 6/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 7/16/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 9/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 9/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 10/11/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/27/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
209 
 
 
 
2E+11 5/9/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 8/11/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 10/22/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 11/1/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 12/20/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 1/3/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 1/15/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 1/24/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 2/25/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/12/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 7/2/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 1/23/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/2/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 4/5/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 9/8/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 9/20/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Other Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 5/3/2002 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 7/10/2002 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 3/3/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/10/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 3/11/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
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2E+11 3/11/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 3/11/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 3/22/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 4/14/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2E+11 8/28/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business Bombing/Explosion 
2E+11 7/8/2004 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 6/30/2006 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property Bombing/Explosion 
2.01E+11 7/12/2006 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property Bombing/Explosion 
2.01E+11 10/20/2007 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Other 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 2/5/2008 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 8/2/2008 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
Private Citizens & 
Property 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 3/13/2009 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 4/30/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 6/5/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 7/7/2010 
United 
States Animal Liberation Front (ALF)  
2.01E+11 7/27/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack 
2.01E+11 
2005-09-
00 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
Facility/Infrastructure 
Attack1 
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Figure 11 ALF Dataset 1990-2010.     
       
GTD ID DATE COUNTRY PERPETRATOR 1 TARGET TYPE 1  
       
1.99E+11 6/10/1991 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
1.99E+11 6/15/1991 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) North America  
1.99E+11 12/15/1991 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
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1.99E+11 2/28/1992 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
1.99E+11 10/24/1992 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
1.99E+11 10/24/1992 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 4/11/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 4/14/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 6/10/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 6/15/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/24/1995 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 8/31/1996 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 11/12/1996 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/11/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/18/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
2.00E+11 3/18/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 7/21/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 11/30/1997 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 5/4/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 6/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 6/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 7/16/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 9/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 9/21/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
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2.00E+11 10/11/1998 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 3/27/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 5/9/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 8/11/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 10/22/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 11/1/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/20/1999 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/3/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/15/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/24/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 2/25/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/12/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 7/2/2000 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/23/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 3/2/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 4/5/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 9/8/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 9/20/2001 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Other   
2.00E+11 5/3/2002 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 7/10/2002 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 3/3/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
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2.00E+11 3/10/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/11/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/11/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/11/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/22/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 4/14/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 8/28/2003 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.00E+11 7/8/2004 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
2.01E+11 6/30/2006 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 7/12/2006 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 10/20/2007 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Other   
2.01E+11 2/5/2008 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 8/2/2008 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 3/13/2009 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Educational Institution 
2.01E+11 4/30/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.01E+11 6/5/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.01E+11 7/7/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF)    
2.01E+11 7/27/2010 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Business   
2.01E+11 
2005-09-
00 
United 
States 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) Government (General) 
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Figure 12 ELF Data set 1990-2010     
GTD ID DATE COUNTRY GROUP TARGET TYPE 1  
       
2.00E+11 10/28/1996 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 10/30/1996 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
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2.00E+11 10/19/1998 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/26/1998 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 8/7/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 12/25/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/30/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Utilities   
2.00E+11 12/31/1999 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
2.00E+11 1/1/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/20/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 9/9/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 11/27/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 12/9/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/19/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/30/2000 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/2/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/13/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 2/20/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/30/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 4/4/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 4/15/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
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2.00E+11 6/1/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 7/24/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 10/15/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 11/5/2001 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
2.00E+11 1/26/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
2.00E+11 1/26/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Educational Institution 
2.00E+11 3/24/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 8/11/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Government (General) 
2.00E+11 8/18/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 9/2/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 9/21/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 11/26/2002 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/1/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 1/20/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/21/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 3/21/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 6/1/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 6/3/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 6/5/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 8/1/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 8/22/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
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2.00E+11 9/22/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 9/29/2003 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 2/7/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 4/20/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.00E+11 6/14/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.00E+11 12/27/2004 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.01E+11 1/12/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.01E+11 2/7/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 4/13/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 4/13/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 11/20/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 11/29/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.01E+11 11/29/2005 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Business   
2.01E+11 1/17/2006 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 3/18/2007 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 3/20/2007 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
2.01E+11 3/21/2007 
United 
States 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) Private Citizens & Property 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
Figure 13 -States Data Set 1990-2010     
GTD ID DATE COUNTRY CITY 
PERPETRATOR 
1  
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1.99E+11 6/10/1991 United States Corvallis 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
1.99E+11 6/15/1991 United States Edmonds 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
1.99E+11 12/15/1991 United States Yamhill 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
1.99E+11 2/28/1992 United States East Lansing 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
1.99E+11 10/24/1992 United States Logan 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
1.99E+11 10/24/1992 United States Millville 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 4/11/1995 United States DeWitt 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 4/14/1995 United States DeWitt 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/10/1995 United States Salt Lake City 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/15/1995 United States Murray 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 12/24/1995 United States Eugene 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 12/24/1995 United States Eugene 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 8/31/1996 United States Piperton 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 10/28/1996 United States Detroit 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 10/28/1996 United States Detroit 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 10/30/1996 United States Oakridge 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 10/30/1996 United States Oakridge 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 11/12/1996 United States Bloomington 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/11/1997 United States Sandy 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/18/1997 United States Davis 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/18/1997 United States Ogden 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
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2.00E+11 7/21/1997 United States Redmond 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 7/21/1997 United States Redmond 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 11/30/1997 United States Burns 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 11/30/1997 United States Burns 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 5/4/1998 United States Wimauma 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/21/1998 United States Olympia 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/21/1998 United States Olympia 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/21/1998 United States Olympia 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/21/1998 United States Olympia 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 7/16/1998 United States Paramus 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/21/1998 United States Arcata 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/21/1998 United States Arcata 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/21/1998 United States Arcata 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/21/1998 United States Arcata 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 10/11/1998 United States Rock Springs 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 10/11/1998 United States Rock Springs 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 10/19/1998 United States Vail 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 10/19/1998 United States Vail 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 12/26/1998 United States Medford 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/27/1999 United States 
Franklin 
Township 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 5/9/1999 United States Eugene 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
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2.00E+11 5/9/1999 United States Eugene 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 8/7/1999 United States Escanaba 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 8/11/1999 United States Plymouth 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 10/22/1999 United States Warwick 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 11/1/1999 United States Seattle 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 12/20/1999 United States Santa Rosa 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 12/25/1999 United States Monmouth 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 12/25/1999 United States Monmouth 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 12/30/1999 United States Bend 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 12/31/1999 United States East Lansing 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/1/2000 United States Mesick 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/3/2000 United States Petaluma 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 1/15/2000 United States Petaluma 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 1/20/2000 United States Bloomington 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/24/2000 United States Redwood City 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 2/25/2000 United States Fremont 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/12/2000 United States Viroqua 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 5/7/2000 United States Olympia Revenge of the Trees 
2.00E+11 7/2/2000 United States North Vernon 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/9/2000 United States Bloomington 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 11/27/2000 United States Niwot 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 12/9/2000 United States Middle Island 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
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2.00E+11 12/19/2000 United States Miller Place 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 12/30/2000 United States Mount Sinai 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/2/2001 United States Glendale 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/2/2001 United States Glendale 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/13/2001 United States Miller Place 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/23/2001 United States Capitola 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 2/20/2001 United States Visalia 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/2/2001 United States Astoria 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/30/2001 United States Eugene 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/30/2001 United States Eugene 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 4/4/2001 United States Albertville 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 4/5/2001 United States Arlington 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 4/15/2001 United States Portland 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 United States Seattle 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 United States Clatskanie 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 United States Seattle 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 5/21/2001 United States Clatskanie 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 6/1/2001 United States Estacada 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 6/1/2001 United States Estacada 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 7/24/2001 United States Stateline 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 9/8/2001 United States Tucson 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
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2.00E+11 9/8/2001 United States Tucson 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/20/2001 United States Alamogordo 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 10/15/2001 United States Litchfield 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 10/15/2001 United States Litchfield 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 11/5/2001 United States Houghton 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/26/2002 United States St. Paul 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/26/2002 United States St. Paul 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/24/2002 United States Erie 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 5/3/2002 United States Bloomington 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 7/10/2002 United States Seattle 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 8/11/2002 United States Irvine 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 8/18/2002 United States 
Superior 
Township 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 9/2/2002 United States Plymouth 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 9/21/2002 United States Richmond 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 11/26/2002 United States Erie 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/1/2003 United States Girard 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 1/20/2003 United States Seattle 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/3/2003 United States Chico 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/10/2003 United States Chico 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/11/2003 United States Albuquerque 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/11/2003 United States Albuquerque 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
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2.00E+11 3/11/2003 United States Albuquerque 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 3/21/2003 United States Ann Arbor 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/21/2003 United States Ann Arbor 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 3/22/2003 United States Petaluma 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 4/14/2003 United States Chicago 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 6/1/2003 United States 
Washington 
Township 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 6/3/2003 United States Chico 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 6/5/2003 United States Chico 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 8/1/2003 United States San Diego 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 8/22/2003 United States West Covina 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 8/28/2003 United States Emeryville 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 9/22/2003 United States 
Martiny 
Township 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 9/29/2003 United States San Diego 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 2/7/2004 United States Charlottesville 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 4/20/2004 United States Snohomish 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 6/14/2004 United States West Jordan 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.00E+11 7/8/2004 United States Provo 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.00E+11 12/27/2004 United States Lincoln 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 1/12/2005 United States Auburn 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 2/7/2005 United States Sutter Creek 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 4/13/2005 United States Sammamish 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
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2.01E+11 4/13/2005 United States Sammamish 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 11/20/2005 United States Hagerstown 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 11/29/2005 United States San Diego 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 11/29/2005 United States San Diego 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 1/17/2006 United States Camano Island 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 6/30/2006 United States Los Angeles 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 7/12/2006 United States Los Angeles 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 3/18/2007 United States Denver 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 3/20/2007 United States Denver 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 3/21/2007 United States Denver 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 10/20/2007 United States Los Angeles 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 2/5/2008 United States Los Angeles 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 3/3/2008 United States Woodinville 
Earth Liberation Front 
(ELF) 
2.01E+11 8/2/2008 United States Santa Cruz 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 3/13/2009 United States Westwood 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 4/30/2010 United States Denver 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 6/5/2010 United States Salt Lake City 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 7/7/2010 United States Sandy 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 7/27/2010 United States Svensen 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
2.01E+11 2005-09-00 United States Los Angeles 
Animal Liberation Front 
(ALF) 
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Figure 
#14  
U.S. Public 
Policy 
    
Year 
Number of 
Laws 
1990  
1991  
1992 2 
1993 2 
1994 2 
1995 2 
1996 2 
1997 2 
1998 2 
1999 2 
2000 2 
2001 3 
2002 4 
2003 4 
2004 4 
2005 4 
2006 5 
2007 5 
2008 5 
2009 5 
2010 5 
 Average=  3.26 
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Figure 
15 P-value chart         
                    
  Probability of the Chi-Square [P (X2)] 
df 0.995 0.975 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.05 0.025 0.01 0.005 
  99% 97% 90% 50% 10% 5% 2.50% 1% 0.00% 
1 0 0 0.016 0.455 2.706 3.841 5.024 6.635 7.879 
2 0.01 0.051 0.211 1.386 4.605 5.991 7.378 9.21 10.597 
3 0.072 0.216 0.584 2.366 6.251 7.815 9.348 11.345 12.838 
4 0.207 0.484 1.064 3.357 7.779 9.488 11.143 13.277 14.86 
5 0.412 0.831 1.61 4.351 0.236 11.07 12.832 15.086 16.75 
6 0.676 1.237 2.402 5.348 10.645 12.592 14.449 16.812 18.548 
7 0.989 1.69 2.833 6.346 12.017 14.067 16.013 18.475 20.278 
8 1.344 2.18 3.49 7.344 13.362 15.507 17.535 20.09 21.955 
9 1.735 2.7 4.168 8.343 14.684 16.919 19.023 21.666 23.589 
10 2.156 3.247 4.865 9.342 15.987 18.307 20.483 23.209 25.188 
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Figure 16      
Per Capita Income by State    
            
State 2011 2009 2008 2007 2004-2006 
Maryland $70,004  $69,272  $70,545  $68,080  $62,372  
Alaska $67,825  $68,342  $70,378  $67,035  $64,169  
New Jersey $67,458  $67,034  $68,595  $65,967  $59,972  
Connecticut $65,753  $66,953  $68,460  $64,333  $57,639  
District of 
Columbia $63,124  $64,098  $67,214  $63,746  $60,681  
Massachusetts $62,859  $64,081  $65,401  $62,365  $56,236  
New 
Hampshire $62,647  $60,567  $63,731  $62,369  $60,489  
Virginia $61,882  $59,330  $61,233  $59,562  $55,108  
Hawaii $61,821  $59,290  $57,936  $54,317  
$47,221 
(2005)[8] PDF 
Delaware $58,814  $58,931  $61,021  $59,948  $53,770  
California $57,287  $56,860  $57,989  $54,610  $52,214  
Minnesota $56,954  $56,548  $58,078  $55,591  $53,439  
Washington $56,835  $55,616  $57,288  $55,082  $57,363  
Wyoming $56,322  $55,430  $56,993  $55,212  $54,039  
Utah $55,869  $55,117  $56,633  $55,109  $55,179  
Colorado $55,387  $54,659  $56,033  $53,514  $48,201  
New York $55,246  $54,119  $55,701  $53,568  $52,003  
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Rhode Island $53,636  $53,966  $56,235  $54,124  $49,280  
Illinois $53,234  $53,341  $56,361  $55,062  $50,819  
Vermont $52,776  $52,664  $53,207  $51,731  $47,227  
North Dakota $51,704  $51,618  $52,104  $49,907  $51,622  
United States $50,502  $50,221  $52,029  $50,740  
$46,242 
(2005) [9] PDF 
Wisconsin $50,395  $49,993  $52,094  $50,578  $48,874  
Nebraska $50,296  $49,520  $50,713  $48,576  $47,791  
Pennsylvania $50,228  $48,745  $50,958  $49,889  $46,729  
Iowa $49,427  $48,457  $50,169  $48,730  $45,485  
Texas $49,392  $48,259  $50,043  $47,548  $43,425  
Kansas $48,964  $48,044  $48,980  $47,292  $47,489  
Nevada $48,927  $47,827  $45,685  $43,753  $43,753  
South Dakota $48,321  $47,817  $50,177  $47,451  $44,264  
Oregon $46,816  $47,590  $50,861  $49,136  $46,841  
Arizona $46,709  $47,357  $49,693  $47,085  $48,126  
Indiana $46,438  $45,734  $46,581  $45,888  $45,040  
Maine $46,033  $45,424  $47,966  $47,448  $44,806  
Georgia $46,007  $45,395  $47,988  $46,597  $45,837  
Michigan $45,981  $45,255  $48,591  $47,950  $47,064  
Ohio $45,749  $45,229  $46,867  $45,114  $44,651  
Missouri $45,247  $45,043  $46,032  $43,424  $44,624  
Florida $44,299  $44,926  $47,576  $46,253  $46,395  
Montana $44,222  $44,736  $47,778  $47,804  $44,448  
North 
Carolina $43,916  $43,674  $46,549  $44,670  $42,061  
Idaho $43,341  $43,028  $43,508  $41,452  $40,827  
Oklahoma $43,225  $42,492  $43,733  $40,926  $37,943  
South 
Carolina $42,367  $42,442  $44,625  $43,329  $40,822  
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New Mexico $41,963  $42,322  $43,654  $43,531  $38,629  
Louisiana $41,734  $41,725  $43,614  $42,367  $40,676  
Tennessee $41,693  $41,664  $42,822  $41,567  $40,001  
Alabama $41,415  $40,489  $42,666  $40,554  $38,473  
Kentucky $41,141  $40,072  $41,538  $40,267  $38,466  
Arkansas $38,758  $37,823  $38,815  $38,134  $37,420  
West Virginia $38,482  $37,435  $37,989  $37,060  $37,227  
Mississippi $36,919  $36,646  $37,790  $36,338  $35,261  
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